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-fw?his.study presents the results of an evaluation of the }

proposes the general design of rev1sed system reflecting a're-

v’

deflned and.more sharp Y focussed Federa} pollcy. _The lerary

Service and Construction Acq (LSCA) and 1ts antecedent the

lerary Serv1ces Act ‘have been the - pr1nc1pa1 instruments of
-.Federal pollcy_for ovér two decades. - Unless re-enacted(\LSCA

* will terminate'September 30 1977. The design of the‘ﬁundlng

4

program proposed in thlS report 1s integpded for review and

con51deratlon by the National Comm1s51on on lerarles -

and Information Science,* representatives of the library J/

community and other observers. The reView process;should ' ey

lead to preparation of draft 1egislation for early consideration 4

by the Congress. !

The report 1nc1udes a great amount “of new data and 1nforma-
tion'on, the performance of the present Federal pub11c library
funding-system and its impaet on state and B6ca} funding activities.

These data have been included both to document the evaluation and

: ) . . ’
to provide resource information for 1ibra;y service planners

4 . ,
and administrators. The new data include the results of a state.

—

survey to obtain up~-dated fiscal data and characteristics of state

public dibrary aid systems, and detailed information on general

. . ) ;
revenue sharing as it has affected public:library financing at

state and local levels. | ) .
. . ) .
. 1 .. -
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Themuarureinfmthe Study . >

' Bacggroundi.giipurpose Lo T "
L f .The objectlve of this study is‘ to evaluate the effectiVe- ;

ness bt Federal funding of gpblic libraries as a basis for.

!definitive recommendations designed to improve the Federal
fiifal support system.~ . 7“:1--.A:‘ A

- 3
N o®
R L .-

., '
There are ‘a number of reasons why ‘the. study focusses on the
1

o'.

““Federal fisCal support system and wby it is timely. ‘Federal
, ,
fiscal support under the Library SerVices and Construction Act o

(LSCA) was scheduled to terminate in 1976, but, under Congres-

Sional procedures, it has been éxtended for one year (1) : B

\

. General revenue sharing (GRS), Viewed by some as a substitute

'3
L

nwfor LSCA, was also scheduled to lapse in 1376.» However, Congres- h

_Sional action, Signed hy PreSident.Ford on October 13, 197oi/////

,-extended GRS,With some modifications, until 1980 It is important
- N ) g

to evaluate, however, whether the* past, present, and prospective
future allocations of these. funds have proVided or are likely to

provide adequate or stable public-library support.

. Toas
4 . ' NI 4 ~,
| ¢ Revision and/or re-enactmernt of the LSCA and GRS fiscal

programs are important, perhaps vital, facters-in tbe future of

public library financing. At play is a changing scene of cal . s

<&
.

+ cepts and application of broad dew fiscal strategi affecting Lo
oy . "
the pattern of intergovernmental fiscal relations in a variety

-

of functional areas, including public libraries.

-
R

i

(l)Under existing Congressional procedures, the ‘program is auto-
matically continued for an additional year dt the same funding
level if no legislative action is taken. The September 30, ‘1976
override of President Ford's veto of the Dept. of Labor - HEW
appropriatiOQS bill provides $60.2 million for LSCA in FY 1977:

Q ) . v ( N -‘l-

. R ,
. . — .
'/"‘L ’ .o . . . - . ] .
) . . i : " o
{ - . S S , .
T e M ‘. .’ . q°
. ~ . -
» - N : S .
.

' __) )
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AlL too frequently, new, far-reaching fiscal strategies.are

'1mplemenGEd without adequate 1nformation on e1ther°the - S

'_current fiscal conditions and status w1th1n any functional

area; Or any real assessment of the future impact: of g‘par-'

ticular fiscal policy change. Agenc1es.charged w1th functional
A,
and seryice delivery resppn51b111t1es ‘'should ‘assess the f1nan-v

‘cial systems that support their service area as a(pasis

for recommending any needed change It is partiéularly\

L 3 . t

:,1mportant for pub11Colibrary age3c1es to evaluate their

Y < .
fiscal support system in the light of changing 1ntergovernmental
J <>

"fiscal conditions and 1ssues . Public library services are taken

too much for granted: almost no one 1s opposed to the public"

library,fbut the active constituency,informed on fiscal support
~

- problems and possibilities is qdite limited in size. .

,development of library and information’service5j and that-

s ) \
Quite apart from fiscal oons1derat10ns,\there are other
factors that make the subject!ttmely.' Formulatlon- in
1975 by the National CommisSLon on_ L1brar1e and lnformation
s

Science (NCLIS) of a_recommended nationa rogram for libraries

’

and information sexrvices provides positive and long-
range objectives for the redefinition of the Federai role
and fiscal support p051tion The Comm1s51on rIghtly p01nts

3

out that there is at present'ﬁg‘ national program for the,

'.there is indeed a need to insure'future development of

- plan".

'library resources in "a copes:.ve manner accord1n<‘ to a national

1 .

Beo Ny

Toward a National Program for L1brary7and Information
berV1ces Goals for Action, NCLIS, 1975, p. "39.

°.

A, o 12 - ST
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The Commigsion cites eight broad objectivos which must

be achleved if the recommended national program ‘is" to be

more than words on paper. Appropriately, the first of these'

ob;ect1Ves 1s to ensure that baﬁic minxmums of library and

,information serv1ces adequate to meet the needs of all-

. .
.

10031 COmmunlties are satlsfied"\ 'This objectjve goes to’

\\the'heart of he issue of 1d1ng an'adequate public C.

dibrary f1nanc1ng system. NCLIS cannot create a national

' program if there are not adequate library ‘and 1nformation

services at the 1oca1 tevel, A state or national network of

N

‘ '}
‘library services has only llmited ‘utility if- it'is not a
inkage to augment and_ supplement ‘the services of strong
local 1ibrary'%nit§ It is in this context that, the need

to evaluate the effectiveness of Federal funding of public e

“ llbraries and to provide def1n1t1ve recommendations for an

improved fiscal support should be seen.

NCLIS has also been charged with the responsibllity -
]
of designing and conducting a White House Conference on
Library and Information Sciences as- the capstone of con-

ferences held in each of the states. Public library fiscal

support problems are 1ike1y to be- high.on conference agendas.

~ Results of the ‘evaluation of Federal funding of libraries

and new directions for the*future should be available for

' &

conference consideration.
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Basic ABsumptions and Constraints : B '

,

This study is not based on a de novo approach to the
a-
subject of a Federal role and fiscal support system for
public libraqmes. There has been a significant amount of

pPrior research and writing on the general question of the Federal

-:role in public library financing The research on which'

-

this report is based was designed as an extenSion, supple-

mentation and addition to earlier studies relevant to the

o

ob]ective c1ted above.

A paper, "Basic Issues in the Governmental Financing

(1)

of Public Library Services", prepared by Government

Studies & Systems (GSS) explored the guestion from .a broad

.

perspective, but it was limited to the delineation and

' illumination of key underlying factors T It did not include

‘the development of speCific recommendations for their resolu—

tion. A more recent study also prepared by GSS, was focussed

on alternatives for financ1ng the public library, and produced

!

thewfollow1ng summary of five alternative funding options,(z)';4
1. Status quo

T 7 (@) zero funding of LSCA- complete reliance on

revenue shar’ing
(b) continuation of LSCA at current or reduced
' leVels ‘
2. Retrenchment of the Federal governmental financing -
role- \ .
(a) no Federal funds for public libraries and no.
Federal policy with respect to public library
development ’

) o - i
Basic Issues in the Governmentdl Financing of public -I
Libraries, Government Studies & Systems, Philadelphia, Pa.
1973

I

(1),

(‘2)Alternatives for Fir\anCing the Public Library, prepared ) l
for NCLIS by Government Studies & Systems, May 1974 p iii.

11
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(b) .variable pattern of state and local support -
depending upon interest and fiscal capacity

(c) heavier reliance upon feés, fines and organized
voluntary support ' . ' o

. 3. Federalized system of libraries: 75-90% level )
* - (a) direct Federal funding according to Federal
» standards ' A '
. . (b) strategic and directed distribution of .public
' ~ library services to achieve uniform coverage i
(¢). coordinated funding and functional planning
of public libraries with other’ library fund-
ing programs under ESEA Title IV<B and the
Higher Education Act . e o
" -(d) _ full development and employment of technology
" to maximize services at lgowest cost ‘ .
. - (e). authority structure related to Library of-
Congress ' : ’

. 4. Dominant state funding role: -~ 75-90% level -
' ‘ (a) minimal Federal role and funding _ :
(b) ‘1limited Federal funding geared to ‘inter-state
- fiscal disparities - T
(c) relief of local tax burden for libraries
(d) - fuller utilization‘ of untapped state tax

resources

5. ' Balanced intergovernmental funding system-Federal,

'state and local _ i

. (a). increased Federal support to meet upgraded

, library service and development needs '

(b) -revised LSCA to reflect strengthened Federal
role and mahdate, coordinated Federal state
planning for a national program of public
library services o :

(c) increased ’state support to reflect prime
responsibility for public library maintenance

.+ and development o
(d)  decreased local support role-
“(e) 8taged approach over ten-year period to achieve
o improVed balance in intergovernmental funding
FRTT pattern(%pding with Federal-20 percent, state=
e . 50 perceift, and local 30 percent of a progress-
. ively elevated national expenditure for improved
.« and expanded public library services o ’

Advantages and disadvantages of each of the above options,

were examined. The conclusion was that, in the light,df
librafy»service and developmental requirements, a balanced

And éﬁrengthened'intergbvernmental gydtem was the preferred

’

i opéidn,/
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Genevieve Casev, James ng Joseph~F' Schubert,. All{h
. x[f
‘Beth Martin, and- others,:

prov1de useful material an ata.

q

The Systems Development Corporatlon report evaluatlngZLSCA

is an addltlonal source.' At the close of 1974, the Ggeneral ' i
Accountlng Offlce (GAO) publlshed a report “@ederal 1brary- e
Support Programs- Progress and Problems The GAO a alysfﬂ‘of

. \ ..\.-
_LSCA was limited to onhy.two states: Ohio and M1ch1gan.. hecommen-\

dation§ were addressed to the Secretary of HEW as follows}(l) Y

_ ‘ ‘ . -\

\ : . . .
ReQuire the State Library agenoles to make - statewlde
assessments of the needs for public library services =
anthank local libraries accordingly as a‘prerequ1s1te -
to distributing LSCA Title I funds. : ‘ :

. ' | . .‘“. v . -
.. Insure that the state llbrary agencies are g1v1ng
"appropriate priority, consideration to urban and rural
disadvantaged persons when d1str1but1ng LSCA T1tle I
funds. : :

‘.l_‘

2

Whlle ‘this study is des1gned to extend and supplement
these and other research efforts, 1t is not necessarlly

11m1ted or constralned by earller f1nd1ngs and recommendatlons.,

‘ : S .
The analysls beg1ns w1th the assumptlon that'there is a'
‘Federal 1nterest and role in the fund1ng of the publlc
. library and that some type of 1ntergovernmental support system - '
is required. It accepts th1s conclusion on the:hasls of earlier

analyses of the role and function of the publie;library'in

(1) . I
"Federal Library Support Programs: ProgreSs and Problems"
General Actounting Office, Det. 30, 1971’ pP. 27

IR 16 . 5; -6-
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today 8 soc1ety, the status and pattern of the present S o N

fundlng system, and appllcatlon of the publlc goods theory o o .y;i

t

to- fund1ng system alternatlves v The partlcular focus ofuthe

‘arfalysis is the Federal role and support.system. Howéver,

*

this study recognltes nd includes w1th1n its analytic
'4“framework a review ofjstate public 11brary f1nanc1ng T

:4mechan1sm§ and 1mpact analys1s at the local jur1sd1ct10naL

-

. level.- ' L - e R L
. , . . I .

Approach and Methodology» ' N : C e
/J - ’ )
The objectlve of assess1ng effectlyeness and prepar1ng .

'}mprovements in the Federal funding syStem focusses 1n1t1a1
~ b4
attention on the measure of effectlveness to be utlllzed \

It is obv1ous1y unreallstlc, g1ven t1me and budget T” o : T ——

' ;constralnts, to measure effect1Veness at the 1mpact -or
readershlp level yet th1s ultlmate mea5ure of effectlveness‘

4

should not be ignored. The bas1c questlon to be answered o .// o
as closely related to the stated objectlve in- the LSCA :,‘ T !

It is the purpose of ‘this Act to ass1st the States~v'
"in the extension and improvement . of public 11brary
- services in'areas of the States which are w1thout
‘such serv1ces or in which uch services are 1nadequate,-
and with public library co _tructlon,'and in the: improve- .
ment of such other -State library services as library
services for physically icapped, institutionalized,
"and ‘disadvantaged persons, in strengthenlng State
library administrative agencies, and in promotlng
1nter11brary cooperatlon among a11 types of 11brar1es

N |

()

In this context, the basic measure of effectlveness ig the - - .
-extent to wh1ch Federal funds are used to improve and equallze'

7'the access of a11 c1tlzens to library and 1nformatlon serv1ces

v

e ' -
’ Library. Services and‘Constructlon Act (20 Usc 351),_as , A
amended, Sec. 2 (a) . R . el

U+ 17 | | | | Y

) S S . .




. ‘/“’ . : ' . . ’ ’ I’ -
commensurate W1th the1r partlcular and spec1al needs &g’

d Effectlveness, and s rengths and weaknesses of the present

. 'systefh W1ll'be asses ed ‘by means of:
1. a state-by—ﬁtate and reglonal overv1ew analys1s'

. . ;of public library finance characteristics and changes
: \;/)/Fi - / featuring trends, comparisoris of expenditures by
: : -/ level of government source of financina, compari- .
; spns'of 'state public library aid with other state-aid
_ i ~/ .amounts, and state expendlture patterns per capita
.. - -/ and in- relat'on 'td income; N

A\ B

2.',exam1natlon of the Federal role and fundlng mech-
anisms featuring an evaluation of, LSCA and a com-

- parison of LSCA with the conception underlying the
legislation proposed ' (but never tonsidered by.the

‘Congress) as th L1brary Partnershlp Act | :
- ) 3. aélldventory and assessment of state llbrary/ala

. programs to determlne the "extent to which they, .
o in relation to LSCA, 4re éffective in support and\ e kS

\ TS developmént of local- publlc llbrary serv1ces- gnd SRR o

N e L i ’ NS

S N 4,  a spec1al detalled analys1s of the- ifmp, ct of o

. - general revenue sharing funds (GRS) “public

> I llbrary support at the state and- ocal_level ‘ '

. - : > o S -

The last of the analyses mentloned marks the f1rst
‘"hard data" analysis to assess and quantlfy the 1mpact of GRS

funds, and thlS evaluatlon is of spec1al 1mportance to ‘the

o

:"measurement of Federal fundﬁng system effect1veness " The

3 {

Act of l972 was C1ted by

o

State and Local Fiscal Ass1stanc

¢

the N1xon Adm1n1stratlon as~a substitute for LSCA : Public

,)}lerarles were lncluded as one of the "prlorlty expendltures"

authorlzed in the Act for the gu1 ance of local government

‘ rec1p1ents ‘of GRS funds. Eubllc llbrary expendlture patterns

~before and after GRS are ékamlned 1n order to quantlfy 1mpact

A}

“The methodology 1nvolved development and use of two

new sources of baS1c data. In the GRS 1mpact analys1s, the

Office of Revenue.Sharing's computer tape of reported ‘ : o N

j ‘ ' 18 , P 78-
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actual use 07 GRS funds by each state and local government

~

was used to eterm1ne ‘the amount of such -funds expended

for 11braries. In conjunction Wlth thls and the other.
ana1y51s components, a spec1a1 deta11ed survey questlonnarre
was sent to the chlef 11brary offlcer in each state. All

but a few states prov1ded the lnformatlon requested -



II

Overview of Public Library‘Fina§¢e !
Characteristics and Issues

Disparities in'thé“Qistribution of Public Library Services - =
< M . T . - ) ,

A

Preliminary tabulaticéns from the recently completed ) .
-ysurvey (1974) of public iibraries by. the National Center for

‘Educatlon Statlstlcs (NCES) prov1de updated 1nfornatlon on/ s

zpendiﬁures

/
/

.'_ - Survey data show that 1n 1974, there were more.tha‘ 8 30d public"

- Al

ﬁhe numbers, d1str1butlon, service actlv‘

of public 11brar1es 1n ‘the Unf —

o 11brar1es staffed by some 86 000" full- tlme professlona §'and
non- profess1ona1s throughout the Nation. Total expenditures

-reported for 1974 was $1, 114 mllllon of wh1ch 53 percent repre-

'sented salarles and wages. -

N

. The distribution of 11brar1es and total 11brary expendltures

V-

among urban, suburban and rura1 communltles 1s shown in Table 1

.". , .- . : . ] . ]
belowu v e : - | S

LR Table 1
===
pistribution of Publ;c Libraries and Library Expendltures

Ins1de and Outside of Standard Metropolitan - ' :
o Stat1st1ca1 Areas (SMSA’ 8) ) S

. ) Total ) ‘o
.-, Number* * . Expenditures ‘¢ ' .
Area ' .+ 7 Libraries c% ($Milliong) jL e
' - - SRR €Y
within SMSA-Central . o ' ' Ly
(Urban) .. 611 7.3 © 612.7. ' . 55.0
within SMSA-Other . B L s G\
- (suburban) .. . 2,279 27.4 . 308.9  27.8 -
other than SMSA . , - .
. (Rural) .- 5,417 . 65.3 o 192.0 17.2
: TofAL; | 8 307_'_ 100.0  1,13.6  100.0 e

* Number of 11braries reported excludes branch units: this affects
particularly the total reported for central SMSA's.

SOURCE: NCES 1974 Survey of piblic Librarles, Pre11m1nary ‘Re-
lease dated January 28, 1976.

-
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. Preliminary analyses of survey data made available by

« e
- NCES  show a‘wide;variation in per capita expenditures among

+ the nation s 8, 307 public libraries As shown in Table 2,

— L

S - over 40 percent of’aII/putlic libraries were supported by a

—

— '

per capita expendlture of less than $3 00. More than two-
thirds of all public libraries were supported by a per capita

expenditure of less than-$5. QO The median per ?apita éx-

o _ penditurevwas $3.28. o~ - .
B R ' Table 2 _
. Number and Percent of Public Libraries L - SRR

" by Total Expenditures Per Person'-
in Popul#tion of Area Served, 1974

§ - ) - . ~» \ Number of : . T
. - .. - Libraries -’f Per cent )
: - . . -
. . Less than $1. - 00 LA -3 1 § «,_::5 ‘Be3 o :
o $1.00 - 2.99 -’ 2,694 ﬂ o 32,5 . .
L, - 3.00 - 4.99- - : 2,273 , 127.4
C 5.00 - 6.99 . ) 1,004 - 12.1 »
Y T 7.00 - 8.99 ' , - 617 ° : 7.4 :
- e 9.00 -11.99 S 435 ' g.z
12.00 -14.99 : 218 - 2.6
More than $15.00 ' 375 4.5
8 307 . : 100.0 .
8 - .
Source: ‘' Preliminary analy31s of 1974 survey data made availabég
‘ by NCES. .

“» The NCES survey data prouides the,basis for comparing

B per capita expenditures of publ libraries within‘and ex- -
/}, : L T3
’ " ternal to standard metropolitan statistical areas (SMSA s)
D . ..

0 . M

~ as follows: B N

- Ry,
L - _ VI (Millions) N o ‘Expenditure
’ . Area o Expenditures 1970 Population Per Capita
" Inside SMSA's  $ 921.6 ' -139,419,000 $6.61
Outside SMSA's 192.0 - . -63,793,000 .. ¢3.01
. , Totals $1,113.6 203,212,000 °, 5.48

These wide disparities in per capita expenditures suggest

the existence‘of serious inequities in the distribution of public
e C library services, notwithstanding the 20 year history of LSCA and

. the inoreaSing number of state public library ai

21

programs.
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~Among local jurlsdlctlons, d1sparlt1es 1n the dlstrlbutlon of

)
essentlal governmental serv1ces may be related to either d1fferent1al
need for serv1ces or varying tax base capac1ty to 'provide serv1ces,-
r both. Urban jurlsdlctlons, for example, are 1ncreas1ng1y caught
1n the trap of growing serv1ce requlrements d a shr1nk1ng tax base
,.These.situatlons_are proper concerns of the z;

x and subsidy policies

yof hoth‘Federal and'state governments.
' L

’
\

The Elementary and Secondary,EducatiOn Act of 1965, for ekample,

!

' necogniied the fact that poverty was closely associated wlth iow educa-"

tlonal achievement. That Act established a federal-role and subsidy

. system de81gned to t?rget addltlonaﬁ funds 1nto school d1str1cts

to meet the-spec1al educational needs related to poverty. The N
. , . - . . o [y x . .

Serrano-Priest case in the California Sﬁpreme Court and the

Rodrlguez case_in the U.S. Supreme Court added a constltutlonal

3

dlmen81on to the issue of d1spar1t1es in educatlonal services
offered by local jurlsdlctlons, Bas1cally these cases, and

many s1m11ar ones in various states, have demonstrated that dis-

:
' -

par1t1es 1n educational Serv1ce; causdd by, cm’related to, diffe-
' rences'in local taxable wealth must bé-elfminated " States have

the respons1b111ty and obllgatlon to: corredt these_inequities.
S

-

Resolutlon of this issue in edugatlon f1nance will 1ncreas1ngly

affect intergovernmental fiscal relations in other service.

areas, suoh as public libraries,_for.which the state bears
kﬁprimary legal respons1b111t . States may indeed delegate respon:
"sibility te. local government to prov1de essentlal Serv1ces, but

they may not-allow wide di aritles to ex1st as a result of wide
_differences in serv10e needs or taxlng capac1ty of local jurlsdlc-

~
tions to finance such services.: f

-12-
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The implications drawn from these broad overvyiew data on
Federal role and fiscal support issues related to the public
library- include the-follOWing' \

—_— B o ‘1. There is a w1de disparity in public 1ibrary
. h-:_ " service expenditures among urban and non-urban’

- ! communities.

‘ g — ) ' . . . ‘ N \
C : . 2 .Problems in_effecting an equitable distribution and

» '

. ' "finanCing of public ‘library serVices are quite com-
. - parable to those in Histrtbutingkand financing
\\*.,‘ - ?:‘f ' educational serVices. Governmental mandates and
. fiscal systems required to achieve an equltable
'distFibution of public 1ibrary serVice need to be:
strengthened.

4

3. drban jurisdictions can be characterizid as having
. o a differentially high need and/ increaSingly, a .
shrinking tax base capac1ty éb support a full range
of services. Suburban.governments have increasing
demand'foriservicesAand{ in most instances,;theyfhave
Lo more adequate fiscal capacity to meet such demands.
| Rural communities have'thejtraditional problem of = .
serviee organization and delivery,to meet dispersed
. demands$. This characteristic-justifies'at’;east
comparable per capita costs, yet the data show much

) Coas J
lower such expenditures. A




B Comparativé Analysis of Public'Library,Expenditures
On a natlonal basiSf’it‘has been shoWn that “serious
disparities exist in the distribution of ogblic library
services. There.are also clear.indications that library
services, in terms of amount and trengs"in expenditures,-
are in an inferior and deteriorating positlon, comoared
wlth other related‘and contrastlng state and local govern-
ment services. Table 3 shows total governmental expend;- '
. tureslfdk'l967 l972 and 1974 for f’ve selected state and ;
: ld%al govérnmental functlons. public librarles, local
/ schools, health and hospltals, ppllce, and- local parks
and recreatlon. Average annual rate of - change in expendl-
tures‘betweén 1967-1972 and between 1972-1974 are also

'

shown.

. S

Generally, the data show that publlc llbrary expendl-
tdres are the lowest of the f1ve services ‘and represent-
only about .5 percent-of total-expenditures for the group.
in each of the three fears.’ The $518 million spent for
library services in 1967 represerits .55 percent of the
$93,350 million total for the group. In a period-of-d
“rising costs and inflatidn,” this oercentage declined to

.48 percent ‘in 1972 and held steady at .48 percent in 1974.
Thus, public libraries get a very small "bitet'of the
total'expenditureg for thls.group of services, and the
size of the "blte" decreased‘in 1974 compared to’l967.

This is true even though total expenditures for the group

" increased from $93.4 million to $199.0 million, a whopping

24 : ) -14-




» ‘ . . ¥ .

© KCLIS Publie Library Finance study‘ t S e I

,  Government Studies & Systems | oL S
| o mples oo

J
‘.

Conparlson of Expenditures for Selected State and Local Government
Functions, 1974, 1972 and 1967 '

(in millions) SRR ; ".‘ e
A . v | | ¢
. " / KR “. ' . ! f' .
‘ \ ‘ . | ;l ‘lv'
| | o fnnerage-nhnuéﬁ" Average Annual : B
L | Rate of Change | Rite of Change - N
19744 | 1972 196 197214 1967-72 | Lt
. — — :::::::::;:: ‘ = , ‘1===§=======
. Total General Expenditure . $198,959 §168,549 | §93,350 8.65% 12.54% o f
Public libraries* - o - 98 | 816 | - 518 | . 8.9 9.8
. : ' : B | ‘ ‘ ‘
Local schools 53,059 | 46,67 | 27,590 6,62 11,09 °
tﬁ'Health and hogpitals 15,495 13,023 ’ 6,640 - 9.08 14 42
Bolice 7,8% | 6,005 | 3,09 |- 1007 tus
local parks and recreation 4 . 2,951 2,318 1,291 . .‘;12,83 ‘ 12.42 .
Total Exclpding Local Schools | 145,900 | 120,878 | 65,760 | 9.4l SERERS
Y L : - ‘ |
w | :
! , :
,'.‘/' , | . °
, *1t should he ‘noted that the total expendlture for public libraries using Census of Governnent data d1f- \
25 ~fusﬁmtﬁﬂs%whwd&mﬁmmuewwwpuhmwasamnofmksmw(meMMeM 26
' variation can be explained by differences in reporting nomenclature and any sampling procedures related
to Census figures. The data series are 1nterna11y consistent and can be used separately for analysis
-and 1nterpretat10n. , : N g .
41975 Data available'to date to be‘included in this table indicates continuation of the pattern under in-
| flationary impact. Publlc llbrary expenditures for 1975 was $1.12 billlon - up 15.6 percent over 1974,
‘G but still lover than increases for other services, - . . n y
; . .
|

Bureau of the Census, Governmental Finances in 1973-74; Census of Governments, 1967, Vol 4, No. 5:
nMMMMWMWMWWMMMMWMMMWWHm5wmmm
of Governnent Finances.\ .

Source:

</




,1133percent during this period. Public library\expenditures
~increased by 87 percent during the period The avllrage annual..
rate of change 1n expenditures was lower (+9.51 percent) - for
public libraries than for any of the other serv1ce areas

shown in Table 3, and significantly lower than the total
,expenditure average (+12.54 percent) between 1967 and 1972 In
the two year period 1972- 1934 there was a general slow down

in the growth of governmental expenditures so that the average
annuallrate,of§change'1n total'general expendltures ‘declined
"fronele 54'percent'tg +8.65'percent between 1972-1974. Of the
services,shown, thetsharpest decline.in egpenditure growth was
in Local‘schools'during this two year period}.fNext‘to.local |
schools, the average annual increase in puhlic library expendi-
tures was,lower than any other of the service areas included
in this analysis; . | | |

Essentially, this analysis of expenditures by functional

or service areas offers‘some confirmation that public libraries
X arevnot\doing_well-in competition‘for the local tax ?ollar. It
is still trne, of cburse, that collectively local governments
(provide the major part. of public library fiscal supoort. However,
‘the fiscal-crunch is on and it impacts most'severely‘on 1ocal
governmentsfb The~primary'source of local revenues is still the
real estate tax and it is the inelasticity (and shrinkage in .
many cases) of this\tax against a rising tide of increasing
vservice.costs and_inflationary pressures which accentuates the
fiscal problem.. The service areas included in this analvsis.are
all heav1ly reliant on local government revenues. Local schools,
health and hospitals, and police serv1ces are priority items in the 
: - =16-
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local government budget-maklng process.-'The data show that
i these service areas are also feellng the crunch of rlsing
costs and 11m1ted local tax resources. Publlc 11brar1es,.
_along.with.lecal perke end recreation,:reeeived only'a‘
min{scule portion of'local revenues.. of theee two areas,
\local,parks endlrecreation fared better. The data show that-
of the five serbice areas; oniy parks~and-recreationwhad.an
increase in the average annual groth rate in expenditures
between 1972 dhd 1974, cSmpared to the period 1967-72. It
elso should bevnoted that expenditures for 1974 reflect, for |
the firSt(timeL.the iﬁpeét of GRS fundsu ‘The extent to o
QQich GRS:fuﬁds are used as a substrtute for local tax revenues
wiil Iaten~be discussed. At tﬁie point it can.be observed,
h@wever, that the prlorlty status: of publlc libraries under

v

the GRS proqram was not sufflclent to elevate its expendlture »

v’

p051tlon over the other service areas 1nc1uded in thls ana1y51s.
S

'¢tate-§y State Analysis’ of Public L1brary Expendltures

While a slightly different number of states reported total
'public library expenditures in each year'shown on Table 4,
it is apparent‘that total'reported expenditures'increeeed in
each of the three years 1972, 1974, and 1975. ‘This finding is

e ,
'partially confirmed by the increase in expenditures based

on Census data, asvshoWn in Table 3. . It should be noted that

while Table 4 expénditures are identified as state and local; they

28
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:'-NéLIS Public Library Finance Study:
Government Studies & Systems
" . . - ' . . RIS Table 4 - .
State and Local Expenditures for Public Libraries,
1972, 1974 and 1975, by States and Rbgions

(Dollar amounts in Thousands7

' ‘_:- ) f . . v : Total Expenditures

State C 1975 -1974 1972
United States - ],105 744 1.006,365 856,636
New England; . 59, 196 76,519 64,060
Maine 5,501 4,872 3,532
- - . . New Hampshire N.A. © N.A. - N.A.
. B ) Vermont 1 - N.A, N.A,. N.A,
® . o Massachusetts ™ - 47,729 41,141 36,171
T Rhode Island ‘5,966 5,396 5,110
Connecticut \. N.A. 25,110 19,247
Mideast: | 305,643 | 273,729 | 242,486
. ] New York . 176,250 159,876 140,077
» T . New Jersey . 53,453 47,630 39,736
' _ Pennsylvania 42,972 39,416 36,945
Delaware . N.A. N.A._ | _N.A,
Maryland ¢ . 32,968 26,807 25,728
Great Lake§ 4 : 253,268 231,069 - 190,900
Michigan ‘53 188 48,550 37,764
) Ohio 67,252 1 64,333 55,688
- . Indiana . 29,208 27,258 25,999
o Illinois - 72,514 63,881 49,510
, Wiscopsin 31,106 27,047 21,839
PR ‘Plains: 64,537 65,107 50,591"
g _Minnesota® 22,013 18,871 | 18,006
. Iowa h 13,062 11,048 N.A c
P Missouri 17,814 16,663 15,690
- : C North Dakota 4 2,324 1,980 1,783
South Dakota : 2,603 3,043 | - 2,738
Nebraska : ©6,72) 5,315 4,493
. Kansas N.A . 8,187. 7,881
Southeast: 136,848 125,796 97,670
) . . Virginia . 26,469 24,732 16,560
‘. ’ : West Virginia N.A, 4,813 3,617
: : Kentucky . 15,351 9,787 8,387
Tennessee 12,680 13,057 8,?31
‘N North Carollna7 8 . 18,820 16,049 12,192
South Carolina o 6,497 . 5,866 6,439
Georgia ot . 19,348 17,970 13,545
_Florida : . N.A, N.A. N.A.
Alabama L . 9,331 7,963 6,185
Mississippi i . 8,152 7,506 5,139
Louisiana 14,680 13,896 12,931
* Arkansas. . i 5,520 4,157 3,744
Southwest: - ' 40,282 31,885 26,207
Oklahoma ‘ N.A.- N.A. %.A. ;
Texas ’ 35,844 28,282 - 23,364
New Mexico? 4,438 3,603 | 2,843
Arizona : N.a. N.A, N.A.
Rocky Mountain: : 33,607 26,992 21,609
Montana : ' 3,161 2,812 2,616
Idaho 3,747 2,944 2,332
Wyoming 3,264 2,639 2,563
Colorado : 15,865 11,451 9,654
Utah , 7,570 7,146 4,444
" '| Far West: ‘ 206,781 | 169,051 { 158,172
Washington , 28,338 26,652 22,677
Oregonr : 10,441 ‘8,703 7,675
Nevada - 2,640 |- 2,561 |~ 2,038
Ccalifornia 165,362 131,135 125,782
Alaska N.A. . N.A. . N.A,
R N Hawaii _ © 5,582 °6,218 5,041

Footnotes: See page 18a.
o : '

]EIQJ!:‘. . . . - " . . v :35)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i
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Footnotes Ta&le 4/F\ N : '. ' gﬁblxl .

. General note: : - . L - . : LI

Public library expend1ture data used in.Table 4, 5 and 6 . .
were obtained through a spec1al questiommaire survey of
' Chief State Library Officers in each state. At the time .
of report preparation, five states (New Hampshlre, Delaware, ="
~.Florida, Oklahoma, and Arizona) had not responded to' the
~ questionnaire. ‘Alaska and Vermont could not provide com-
» plete expenditure data for any of the three years. In four
-other statgs (Connecticut, Iowa, Kansas and West V1rg1n1a)
data werebgot available for certain years.  Expenditure
data were reported by source of funds used and certa1n
deflnltlons should be noted

- Federal source expenditures includes LSCA funds,.
any other Federal library programs and General
- "Revenue Sharing (GRS) -funds distributed to states
: - and used spec1f1cally for public 11brary purposes.
b. State expendltures 1nclude only those pa1d from
state revenue sources.

c. LoCal expend1tures were compiled by the Chlef ,
State Library Officers. These totals may include
‘lexpendltures from local GRS funds.

Footnotes' - 7

o 1. Massachusetts 1972 1974 and 1975 local government
expendltures for 11brar1es reported as representing
approximately 90 percent of the state's mun1c1pa11t1es
and excludes capital outlays.

.

2. Maryland expenditures exclude capital outlays.

Mdﬁhlgan 1975 data 1ncludes 1974 carry forward federal

funds. y

4. Michigan 1974 data includes 1mpoundment funds from
1973

5. Indiana 1972 expendlture data reported from local own .
source reve~ ‘s is for Calendar Year 1972.

6. M1nnesota local expenditure data do not include capltal
outlays. _ X

7. North Carolina 1975 expenditures from federal sources
includes FY 1973 (supp.) and FY 1974 federal funds

8. North Carolina 1974 expend1tures from federal sources
includes some FY 1973 funds

9. New Mexico 1975 data was adjusted after letter inquiry
to the state. : . p - 18>S
- . - a—
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| include-Federal'funds provided‘through LSCA, GRS and.other

j_library support programs. Total expenditures for 1975, . with

~

- 40 states reporting, . was $1.1 bllllon - 10 percent hlgher than.‘

_the $1 0 bllllon reported as the total expendlture for the 43

states report}ng,data for 1974. (See Table 4). 1In 1972, with

42 states'reporting¢%total expenditures were significantly

lower at $856 miliion.f

On a regional basis, based on totals for 38-states.report;

ing eXpenditures for'ali three years, as shown in'?aﬁle 4A, all
‘ N . : . . ﬁ ) ' ‘ ) .
regions showed iricreases in expenditures in the two year period,

'i§7271974. Five reéions showed increases of'between 21 and 29

»

percent, and the total for all 38 states increased by 16 percent.

"All regions, egéluding Hawaii, continued to show Substantial‘inf'

RS

1creases between 1974-1975. In this one year period, the increases

R4

.in six regions were at least as great percentage-wise as in the
D . : N . .

preqeding two year period. vExpenditures injHawaii decreased. in .
“1975 by 10 percent. The 1975 total for the 38 states increased -

14 percent compared to‘16 percent over the preceding two years.

?On‘a‘state-by-state basis, between 1972 and 1974 public _ -

c}ibrary expenditures increased in 41 states. One state (South

.Carolina) reported a decrease. 1In 17 states expenditures in-

creased 1-15 percent, and in 23 states the increase was between -

16 and SO‘percent:l One state'(Utah) reported an increase of -

" 61 percent. Expenditures tended to continue to ‘increase between

A1§74 and 1975. . Of 40 states reporting‘expenditures for 1975,

three states reported ‘a decrease, 19 reported increases Between

1-15 perCent, 17 reported increases between 16 and 50 percent,

and one state (Kentucky) reoorted an increase of 57 percent.

4 s

-
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- S f%\ Table -4A
.. -state and Local Publxc\L;brary Expendltures ‘

1972, 1974, and 1975, 'by Region f T

.

: : T fotalexpenditufes (in thousands) °
. e o : s o O
Region v B -1975. -"Change 1974  Change - '.1972
- New England. . 59,196  +15% - 51,409 4158 - 44,813
o-.Mid Bast © - . 305,643 412 273,729 +13 . 242,486
. Great Lakes 253,268  +10° - 231,069 .+21. 190,800
-lP1a1ns S . 51,475 - +12° 45,872 @ +7 o ,42 710@
Southeast . - 136,848 . . +13° 120,983  +29 194,053
Southwest = ' . - 40,282  +26 31,885 = +22 26,207 |
 Racky Mountains - 33, 607. +25 .. 26,992 . +25 21,609
A Co .~ 4 . - - s . 1 .
Far West . © 206,781~ +22 i69,051 +7 - 158,172 -
Alaska-Hawaii‘®) . 5,582 :l0 | 6,218 23 - 5,041
' Total (as"sta;és)'l 1,092,682 . *14 - 957,208 416 . 825,891 X
) ) B ‘_.-} . . . . " . R . N -
. —\
. . |
FOO?notes: , L f.';; L~ ’

(1) Regional and U.S. totals include only those states for which ex-
“penditure data were ava11ab1e for all 3 years shown. Thus, totals
for New- England, ‘Plains, and Southeast Regions, and the U.S. totals
dlffer from those in Table 4. A total of 38 states are 1nc1uded.

e

(2) The Alaska- Hawaii’ Region 1nc1udes data only for Hawall.l

[

Source: Table 4. - B , 32 ' L




'AThe percentage 1ncrease in expendltures in t _tWO year period

1972-1974 was. exceeded by the’ 1ncrease betwee ;1974 and 1975 in - ;
18 states.-' A | |
3 )',‘ .
The. general conclusion is that during thi three year
period of rising costs, inflation and aflereli‘

\

General reVenue sharin funds became avallaggs for the firs:

béé/of LSCA

funds, public lgbrary expendltures 1ncreased 1n most states.

X

N

“tlme durlng this perio and, as‘{fter analyses w111 indicate,

prov1ded some a331stance to state and’ local governments in meet-

ing rlslng costs and program expan81on needs

o

.

An earl;er report, based on Cen@us ‘data fpr. 1971 72, 1nd1cated
that the’ dlstrlbutlon of publlc library costs. was 7 percent Federal,
12 percent state and-81 percent local.(l) -In View of the more re-
.cent pattern of expendlture 1ncreases and the reductlon,of Federal
support under LSCA, it is 1mportant to examlne the dlstrlbutlon of v

increased costs. as between state'and local governments.. -

b

Distribution 84 L1brarzg£xpendltures by Source . S
) Nationally, as shown by Table 5, there has been a Shlft in

the‘source of public. library financing toward the state. A sum-

mary of the percentage'distributions'for 1972, 1974 and 1975 is

'as follows: - _ /}<\

R

‘Source . 1975 C1974 o - 1972 r
== T ™ —
Federal 5.0% 4.3% 7 5.8 %
State ' 12.9 . 12.40 10.8 h
Local ' 82.1 83.3 83.4 " .
\
. | \ f
" Alternatives for Fundlng the Public L1brary,_Governmen Siudies \
& Systems, ‘page 35, Table 3. ‘. .
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Table 5

RIC™

gsee Footnotes p.

2
Parcent Distr:.butuon of Expendztures for Public Libraries by
Governmental Source of Financing, by States and Regions, 1972,. 1974 and 1975 ‘
. Percent.Distribution Percent Distribution - Percent Distribution
oo - .1975 N 1974 » : . 11972
. . ‘ederal | State | Local . Federal State Tocal “Federal State Local
State : . _ b .
- bnited States 5.0 12.9 82.1 4.3 '] 12.4 83.3 5.8 '10.8 83.4
' New England: 3.5 12.7 83.8 3.9 12.6 83.5 4.8 13.4 |['81.8
. . Maine 11.1, 20.1 68.8 11.3 19.6 69.1 10.9 8.7 80.4
New Hampshire N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. | N.A: N.A. N.A. N.A. [ N.A.
Vermont - . .| N.A. N.A. N.A. LIV VaPs N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
‘Massachusetts! . 1.9 11.1 .| 87.0 | 2. . 85.0 31 14.2 | 82.1
Rhode Island 10.1 18.6 71.3 T 14,1 16.3 69.6 10.0 21.5 68.
Connecticut N.A.. N.A.: N.A. / 3.1 102 | 86.7 4.2 10.6 85.

1. Mideast: 3.2 18. “78.1 2.5 17.7 | 79.8 4. .'. - Q-
New York 2.1 ¥7.1 80.8 ° 2,0 14.9 83.1 3.& }3,8 43:1
New Jersey 2.9 21.7 75.4 2.8 . 21.6 75.6 4.5 20.3 75.2
_Pennsylvania 6.6 23.2 | 70.2. |« 5.1 24.3 70.6 7.9 S 21.7 70.4
Delaware “N.A. N.A. N.A. .A. N.A. N.A. . N.A. N.A N.A.
Marylan 5.0 16.6 78.4 143 +17.9. | '80.8 3.8 15.7 80.5

Great Lakes: 4.2 10.4 -| 85.4 - \\~{.6' “10.1 -|--87.3 43 " 1.3 878
Michigan 3.4 4.8 .10.8 84.4 2.8 10.6 86.6 . 7. ‘8776 .
ohio v 4,1 . 3.7 92.2 © 2.4 3.8, | 93.8 4.3 2.1 | 93.6
Indjiana® 2.6 - 2.9- | 9a.5 2.8 2.9 94.3. - 3.8 2.5 93.7
Illinois 4.9 18.5 76.6 2.4 18.9 78.7 6.1 17.9 | 76.0
Wisconsin 3.7 12.0 84.3 2.6 10.8 86.6 3.7 2.9 93.4
Plains: 7.9, 8.8 83.3 8.9 5.1 86.0 8.9 4.5 86.6
Minnesota6 3.7 10.0 86.3 3.9 3.3 92.8 4.4 2.8 92.8
Iowa 8.6 3.8 87.6 11.8 3.3 %g.g N.A. N.A, N.A.
Missouri 9.4 7.0 83.6 7.2 7.0 . 7.5 7.1 | :85.4
North Dakota ' 27.1 8.3 | 64.6 ‘23.4 9.1 67.5 34.5 5.4 60.1
South Dakota 14.5 12.4 73.1 13.3 8.1 78.6 16.9 4.7 | 78.4
Nebraska 7.1 .18.1 | 74.8, 9.9 8.3 8l.8 "11.7 4.5 83.8
Kansas N.A. N.A. N.A 14.3 4.0 8l.7 11.9 2.1 +86.0
Southeast: 9.0 20.3 | 70.7 4 - 8.7 17.4 .| 7319 10.3 14.1 | 75.6 -
Virginia i1 3.9 11,3 84.8 4.4 10.4° |. 85.2 6.2 10.2 83.6
West Virginia N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 55.3 N.A. N.A 63.0
Kentucky 10.1 36.3 1 53.6 7.9 ¢ 27.7 64.4 15.9 22.1 92.0
Tennessee - .9.2 15.3 77.5 6.4 14.5 -} 79.1 13? 14.0 6.4
North-Carolina’:8| 10+ 2z bz |l B | e | s | 39S
South Carolina .7, Ee Ly . . . . .9 . .
Georgia 7.37 36.9* | 55.8 o 1l.1 27.6 4 61.3 5.4 | 2850 | eals
" Florida N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. .} N.A. N.A. ‘N.A. N.A. N.A.
Alabama 16.7 8.9 .| 74.4 15.9 < 3.9 80.2 13.7 4.1 82.2
Mississippi | 13.3" ~19.2 67.5 15.4 18.8 65.8 12.5 9.2 78.3
Louisiana /ﬂfr 7.4 4.2 88.4 5.5 4.1 90.4 6.8 2.8 90. 4~
Arkansas ' 18.2 . 15.5, 66.3 15.0 19.4 65.6 20.3 17.8 61.9
Southwest:’ 12.2 5.3 | §ZB—| 4.9 6.5 | 88,6 11,1 4.2 | 8a.7
Ok lahoma N.A. N.A. AL N.AL N.AL N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Texas 1 12.5 3.9 |.83.6 3.4 5.0 91.6 10,5 3.4 86.1
New,Mexico9%\\\\\ 10.4. 16.0 73.6 16.4 18.6 65.0 16.1 11.2 72.7
Arizona UL _N.A N.A. N.A. f/h' N.A. N.A N.A N.A.
Rocky Mountain: 12.0 7.1 | 80.9 8.0 82.1 ‘11.9 10.3 -8

b Montana 17.3 5.8 | 76.9 6.3 | -79.5 21,6 6.7 71.
1daho 17.8 12.5 69.7 ,9.7 | 80.2 17.6 10.2 | 72.2
Wyoming 12.9 17.6 | 69.5 16.7 71.8: 15.8 26.1 58.1
Colorado 11.3 .6 |-88.1 5.3 87.3 - 7.9 8.2 83.9
Utah 7.7 14.2 78.1 9.3 79.4 9.8 8.0 82.2

Far West: 3.0 3.9 93.1 5.0 | 91.6 4.5 3.4 92.1
Washington 4.3 11.4 | 84.3 13.5 81.9 6.7 7.0 86.
‘Oregon 6.2 7.1 86.7 8.0 84.4 9.4 7.5 83
Nevada 9.0 21.8 69.2 22.1 62.5 29.2 20.4. 50.4
California 2.4 2.1 95.5 .7 94.6 3.4 2.2 94.4

- . -

- T N.&. N.X. N-A. N.A. N.A. N:A. N. 3 RE. .
R 6.7 93.3 0 7.4 92.%6 o 6.8 93.2 0

mﬁ%éf\ Sée page 33. = Data not available. _ v r
: Source: Derived from table 4., 18a . 3;4 ’ ~22-
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ﬁlt,should<be'remembered,_according to_thejEensus figures shown -in
Table 3, that total public library:eXpenditures increased by 19
percent between 1972 and 1974. Therefore the shift in the state

-~assumed burden from 10. 8 to 12 9 percent is Significant. Eaflier

reports have called for increases in the level of state support

;» and the:data indicate some movement toward this objective.« A _'

shep

1;ma30r purpose\of channeling LSCA funds through the state and the
.reguirement instgte comprehens1ve.plan development was designed-
to stimulate nanuincrease“in-state interest and fiscal support.
At‘the”same'time, it 1s apparent that the fiscal relief pro-
vided to local government tax sources supporting public libraries
_is:almost imperceptible.. This is particularly true in the light
of-the rising post levels mentioned earlier.‘ On a national basis(
then, the'present‘distribution of public library.costs is howhere
.near.a balanced intergovernmental funding syszem recommended in
earlier reports. \The‘overwhelming portion of.the.costs‘still-
falls on local government.: -
‘ On_a regional hasis, between 1972 and 1975 state expenditures

increaSed'in'six of eight continental Regions (see table 5A). 3

The state share declined s&ightly in the New England and Rocky

Mountain.Regions. Somewhat correspondingly, the local share de- f*fﬂ

clined in five of the eight cont;:j}Zal Regions and increased in the
New England Rocky Mountain and r West, Regions. The Federal
,Share declined in six of the'eight_Regionsvwith only slight in-

creases in the,Southeast and Rocky Mountain Reyions .
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Table 5A

—_ - Federal State, and Local Expenditures as
' ’ . A Percent of Total Library Expendltures
for 1972 1974, and 1975

v

*  Federal = State o Localﬁ’.
Expenditures Expenditures - +_ . Expenditufes

4
1975 1974 1972 1975 1974 1972 1975 1974 %1972

" : < - — : - = -
New England ©3.5% 4.3% 5.0% 12.7% 13.8% 14.6% 83.8% 81.9% 80.4%
" Mideast ) « 3.2, 2.5 4.1 - 18.7 17.7 16.8 78.1 79.8 79.1

' Great Lakes 4.2 2.6 4.7 10.4 10.1 7.5 85.4 87.3 87.8

" plains = 7.8 ' 7.3 8.4 10.1 ~ 5.8 4.8 82.2° 87.0  86.8
Southeast’' 9.0 8.7 .10.3  20.3 17.4° 14.1 70.7, "73.9° 75.6
Southwest 12.2- 4.9 11.1 5.3. 6.5 %.2 82.5 88.6 84.7
Rocky Mts. 12.0 9.9 11.9 7.1 8.0 10.3 80.9 82.1 77.8
Far West 3.0 3.4 4.5 . 3.9 . 5.0 93.1 91.6 ' 92:1
U.S. , .5.0 4.3 5.8  12.9 - 12.4

10.8 82.1 §3.3 83,1

Source: Table 5. : ' U IR :

\\\The heavy burden of publlc llbrary expendltures on local tax
4

sources is qulte consistent among the states, as shown in. Table 5.
. 2
In‘1972 the lodal share of these costs was 70 percent or more ip

32 states and in 23 of these states the burden was 80 percent or

~

_more. The slight movement toward a better-balance mentloned

.earlier is disocernible ‘in the state-by-state data. In 1975, the

numher of states in wh1ch the local share of publlc llbrary costs

A

i 3
as 70 percent or more dropped to 29, and the¢numbe} above 80 per-

*

cent dropped to 18.- Some indication of the extent tJ'Whlch states:

.are filling the gap left by the levellng-off of Federal funds--fuf .
can be seen by the number of states 1ncrea51ng~the state_share
'of costs. Between 1972 and 1975, the btate share of.expenditures_,i'

‘increased in 29 states ang decréased in 10 other .states. .Most
. N .
of the decreases were sligth On the other hahd, many oﬁ the per-“
ceritage increases were s1zeable._ - s N
R ) N ! . ) e ] . 2

ooa ' . A




7 , \ |
- Patterns and trends in the level.of the Eederal share of pub:&‘

- lic Iibrary expenditures are quite consistent. In 35 of .the 40
states for wh1ch 1975 data were ava11ab1e, the Federal'share was
less than 15 percent, and in 24 of these states the share was less
than 10 percént. The pattern-was about the same .in 1972. It is

".clear that Federal shar percentages are higher in the_more

- rural states. The signiflcant change, of course, is the leveling-

N

off of Federal funds. In 28 states the Federal, share decreased
" AN _ - ' '

' /éercentageW1se between 1972 and 1975.

’

In Summary, the bas1c pattern in the d1str1butlon of pub11c

~

11brary costs among 1eveLs of government is c1ear and constant.-

~

Local government bears thellonwb share of costs and the pattern
' )
. is fa1r1y cons1stent among the states. There is no questlon about

.the decrease 1n the Federal share. If the objectlve is s1gn1f1-

K

: cant re11ef of the burden of these costs on local government, it

n.‘
\ s

must;be said that the 1922-1975 comparisons 1nd1cate-on1y a slfght
ﬁovement’toward'tpat'goa1; More significant is the shift toward
a thher state share in filling the gap produced by lower Federal

fundS. ' ' ,. ' ‘,,.- ’ ’ . ' . i -~

‘ o ' . ’ 'S ‘ - } . ’ ’ ' \_)
.- _’ N < * .

i,
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Library Egpendf%ures Related to Population'andﬁincome‘

On a nati0nal basis, per capita expensesﬁfdr-public —

“t

.

.. . libraries increased from $4.38 in 1972 to $5 83 in 1975, an
increase of %3 percent, (See Table 6). This. s1gnif1cant'
increase'is contrasted with a slight decline in expenditures

*per $1,000 of personal‘income fromi$l,05 to $.97 durinthhe .

- same period. ,The increase:in expenditures per capita can be

interpreted as ‘a positive sign for improved financing of pub-

lic library?services. ‘HoWever,-the'decline'in expenditures in
_reiation to income is another indication of a failure ofbexpendi-

<&, + .

ture increases to keep pace w1th rising costs and 1nflationary

-

pressures. ‘It also must be,remembered that these increases
. are coming largely from local goVeEihent and are supported primarily

by a relatively inelastic' and over-burdened real estate tax.
I . ' ' .

Regionally, as shown by Table 6A, the 1975 per capita
expenditures ranged from $3.0l1 in the Southeast'Region to
r$7'58 in New England, compared to a national per capita

expenditure of $5.83. Per capita expenditures increased

v

in all Regions between 1972 and 1975 Louest increase was
22 percent (Plalns Region) and highest was ‘50 percent (Rocky
Mountain Region). Regional‘expenditures per ﬁl,OOO of personal
income in 1975 ranged from a low of $.57 (Southéest Region)
to a high of $1.27 in the.New°England Region compared~to a
national figure of $Z§7. Between 1972 and 1975, expéﬁditures

. A,
related to personal income decreased in all regions -except

one (Southeast) 4again following the national trend. The size

\

of the decreases in‘yercjz;age terms ranged from =-1,8 percent

(Rocky Mountains Region) ~-15.1 percent in the Plains

.9 L

() N
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WCLIS Public Library Pinance Stwdy . - - : N ' _ o
Goverrment Studies & Systems B . ) . . )
e : _Table 6

State and Local Library Expenditures Per Capita o ‘
and Per Thousand Dollars Of Personal Income . .
1972, 1974 and 1975, by State* < . - -

1975 1974 1972
Per. $1,000 . Per $1,000 Per $1,000
State Per Capita Personal Income Per Capita Personal Income Per Capita Personal Income
United States $5.83 $ .97 _ §5.15 $ .94 $4.38 © " $1.05
- . . . - - . : .

New England: 7.58 1.27 7.04 1.21 5.90, 1.31
Maine 5.19 s 1:09 4.64 1.01 3.43 1.03
New Hampshire . N.A. © - 'N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.-
Vermont N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.

" Massachusetts - « 8.19 1.33 7.09 1.23 6.25 1.38
Rhode Island 6.44 1.09 .75 1.08 5.28° ., -1.29
Connecticut . N.A. N.A. .14 "1.26 T 6.24 1,27 ¥

: ‘ . l N .'.‘ ‘ M T

Mideast: 7.39 1.16 6.62 sl S ’5,81 1.25

* New York 9.73 1.47 8.83 1.43 ° 7.63 1,53

. New Jersey 7.31 1.10 6.51 1.04 5.39 1.13
Pennsylvania 3.63 .69 3.33 .61 3.10 15 T

' Delaware N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Marylana? . 8.04 1.25 6.56 "1.10 6.34 1.42

- Great Lakes: - 6.18 1.01 D es .99 " 4.66 . 108
Michigan 5.81 © .93 5.33 .91 4.18 .95
Ohio 6.25 1.06 5.99 1.09 . 5.16 1.24 .
Indiana 5.50 .98 5.13 .99 4.91 1.23
Illinois = - . 6.51 .96 5.72 .91 " 4.40 . .93t
Wisconsin 6.75 1.1&» 5.92 1.13 4.83 1.25
I~ .

Plains: 4.47 .79 3.91 74 3.68 : .93
Minnesota 5.61 .97 4.83 *.89 4.62 1.16
Iowa 4.55 .77 3.87 .73 N.A. N.A.
Missouri R ©3.74 .69 3.49 .69 3.30 . .84
North Dakota 3.66 .63 3.11 .56 2.82 .80
-South Dakota- 3.81 .77 4.47 .95 4.03 1.18 -
Nebraska 4.35 .70 3.45 .65 2,95 .74
Kansas N.A. N.A. 3.61° .66 3.49 .83

« Southeast: / 3.63 ) .76 s - J1 2.57 _ .63
virginia 5.32 .94 5.04 .94 3.48 . .90
West Virginia N.A. N.A. 2.70 .61 2.03 .62

" xentucky 4.52 .97 2.88 .66 ‘2.54¢ .77

* Tennessee 3.03 .64 3.15 ..69 2.22 .68
North Carolina 3.45 .72 2.99 .65 2.34° .69 .
South Carolina 2.31 .51 2.11 .49 2.42 ) .78

7 Georgia 3.93 .79 3.68 .77 2.87 .81
Florida N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.

- Alabama 2.58 .57 2,23 " .53 1.76 5~ .57
Mississippi. 3.47 .86 3.22 .85 . 2.27 - .82

. Louisiana 3.87 .82 3.69 . .84 3.48 1.08
' . Arkansas 2.61 .60 2,01 «~ .48 1.89 - .62
Southwest: 3.0( .57 . 2,43 .50 2.06 ~
Oklahoma* N.AD N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Texas 2,93 .54 2.35 .47 2.00
New Mexico .3.87 .86 3.22 .78 2.67
Arizona N.A. _N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
. Rocky Mountain: 5.91 1.08 4.83 .95 3.93 1.10
- Montana 4,22 .78 .3.82 .77 3.64 .02
Idaho 4.57 .92 3.70 .75 3.08 .91
‘Wyoming 8.73 1.47 7.29 1.36 7.43 - 1.93
Colorado 6.26 1.07 4.55 .83 4.10 R,
Utah . 6.28 1,30 6.06 1.36 3.95 1

Par West: 7.49 ’“416 6.22 1.00, 5.94 1.27
Washington . .8.00 1.28 7.63 | “1.34 6.59 . 1.59
Oregon 4.56 .81 3.86 .73 3.52 .91
Nevada 4.46 .68 4.46 .74 3.87 .83
.California 7.81 1.19 . 6.28 1.04 6.14 1.34
Alaska '.N.A. N.A. ‘N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Hawaii 6.45 1.02 7.28 ‘1.23 6.23 1.36

. *See Footnote, Table 6A. * T -29-
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\\Reglon. In view of thlS national trend, the 21 percent

increase in the SOuthea it Reglon is perhaps partially

'explalned by the fact that expend}tures for the-Reglon were - )-ﬁgﬁﬁk
. ‘ s . : Co C R
quite ‘low in both 1972 and 1975 compared‘to.other Regions. .
Thus, any change is 11ke1y to have a rel t1ve1y great impact
. percentage-W1Se. o A ]
v ’ :
ot - .. ' ' . . . . . ' ' °
L . . Table 6a = . : . -
State and Local L1brary Expenditures Per Capita '
And Per Thousand Dollars of Personal Income; 1975
and Percent Change 1972-1975, By Reglon(l) .
: B .k °
Expenditures Per Cépita.‘ . Expenditures Per-$1000 Personal'Income v
*Region 1975 . 22-75 1975 - %'Chénge 1972<75
Ney England ~  $7.58 '+ 28.5% : $1.27. . . =318 .
Mid East 7.39 _+ 27.2 ) 1.1 =702
Great Lakes 6.18 +° 32.6 . o S 1.01 ' - 6.5 - “
' Plains - 4.47 + 21.5 S T9 ' -15.1
' Southeast ©3.63 -+ 41.2 .76 » +20.96
“Southwest 3.01 - % 46.1 . .57 .0
Rocky Mt. 5.91 + 50.4 : 1.08 T - 1.8
Far West ' 7.49 + 26.1 1.16 - 8.7
U.S. Totals  $5.83  +

33.1 $ .97 . . - 7.6%

Footnote:

(l)Tables 6 and 6A: Populatlon estlmates used 'in per capita calculatlon

: are as of July 1,-1972 and 1974. The estimatesS for 1975 are as of
July 1 and are prOV131ona1. 1Personal income figures are based on the
1971 calendar vear, the revised fiqures for 1974,74nd the oreliminary
.figures for 1975. The calculations are based cn the above data applied
to expenditures listed in Table 4. .Sources of populatlon and income
data for the years indicated are as follows:

[T

Populatlon - Current Population Reports, Bureau of the Census

Income - Survey of Current Business, U.S. Dept. of Commerce
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On a state by state ba31s, the pattern.of change iﬁ'”
per caplta and per. $1,000 of personal income is falrf; con=.
sistent. A total of 29 of 40 states had increases in per
capita expendltures ranging between 21 and 60 percent.

Individual per capita flgures ranged,from $2,31 (South

- . 3
Carolina) to $9.73 (New York). Four states had per capita

itures between $2.00 and $2.99; 17 between $3.00'and

“ $5.00 and 19 between $5.00 and $10.00. ~

. Expendltures per $1,000 of per30na1 income among states ’
; in 1975 ranged from $ 51 (South Carollna) to - $1 47 (New York) .
In twenty-six of 40 %tat s, expendltures related to income
ranged between $f51 and $298, and in 14 statss the waluc was
above tﬁis 1evé11 Compa isop of exgehlitures‘per $1;000 in-
com between 1972 and 1975 indicates that 29 states showed

decreases, and that eight of these states decreased 20 percent

or more. Eleven states showed an increase.in expenditures per

$1,000, or remained .at the same level. . ~
_ | . - L :
. : : ‘1
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State Aid to Public Libraries Compared to.Total State 23d

‘The need for states to assume a larger sharesof.the burden
,f\ of public library service costs was indicated earlier in this re;p
port, .and it has been a.pointed reeommendation of many earlier
studies. As previously noted - the reasons for*this requirement
des1gned to improve pub11c 11brary financing are closely s1m;lar

to those in the public edu¢at10n financing area. It is a state

} respons1b111ty to insure both an. adequate level and equltable
distribution of services using methods wh1ch take into account

. : vary1ng needs and f1sca1 capacities of local government.

-

_Census of . Governments data‘for the nation provide the basis
for a comparison of state aid to librariesbwith totaiJstate aid
over,the past'ten years.. The AZEa indicate that, while local 1li-
brary aid is iégreasing, such payments are not keeping paoe with |
increases in total state aid payments to local government
(see Table 7). 1In 1967, state aid to libraries in 35 states
represented .33 percent of total state to local government pay-
ments.. I< 1%74, ‘gtate payments for library serv1ces in 42 states
represented‘only 22 percent of total state to local government
payments.. Between 1967 and 1974, state‘payments for pub11c li- -

brary services increased less than 60 percent while total state

.payments to local governments increased 142 percent.

The average annual rate of inerease for state payments to
local public libraries between 1967-1972 was 7.8;percent. IBe-
tween 1972 and 1974, this average annual increase had slowed
down 4.7 percent. In contrast, total state payments increased.
annually,'on the a&erage, by 14.1 percent between 1967 and 1972,

and by 11.8 percent between 1972 and 1974.
: ) | -30-
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Table 7

) Comparlson of Total State Aid for All Purposées With
- State Aid for Publlc Libraries in 1967, 1972 and 1974

State Payments to Local GOVernments*

(millions
Percent = Percent _
, 1974 - change 1972 change 1967

Total All Payments $45,941.1 +25% = $36,759.2 93%  19,001.3
Payments for Public ' '

Libraries 100.8 +10%8 . 91.9 ' 45% 63.0
Percent Library A1d - , . ¢
of total - .22% ST L 25% : o .33%

\

K*1ncludes Federal ald-chégneled to 1ocalities through the State

Source: ‘State Government Finances, 1967, 1972 and 1974, U.S.
Bureau of the Census

All of this seemszto make -clear that state payments for’
local publlc llbrary serv1ces are not keeplng pace with the »
total of all other state to local aid payments. Th1s trend is
especially s1gn1f1cant in view of the extremely high portion of

public 11brary expenditures paid from local tax revenues. It

is apparent that state ald payments do not represent an adequate

~ share of a balanced 1ntergovernmental funding system in support

—

of local public library serv1ce costs, and the situation is worsenlng
The extent to which the levellng—off and’ 1nstab111ty of Federal

"aid under LSCA are factors affectlng adversely state public library
aid programs is not clear. The extent to wh1ch GRS payments may

.

have had an impact on state-local library funding will be examined

-
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The Federal Role and Epnding Mechanism

'in Support of the Public Library -
" "

.
-

Intrdductlon

Although pr1vate phllanthropy 'has played an 1mportant role
in the h1stor1cal growth and development of publlc llbrarles,

X »n
the major thrust for library development has been provided by

local, state, and Federal governments.. The - f1rst state law

providlng for the establishment of public llbrarles was passea

in New Hampshire in 1848. Thisvact did riot prov1de state aid

3 for~llbraries, -However, it did allow local authorlties to leVy
tares'for‘library support, provided for free access for all,

and allowed the city or town topreceive bequests or gifts on

.behalf of the library.‘ Massachusetts soonlfollowed New Hampshire;s',
lead and added a limit on the extent of municipal support for
libraries. Ehls law also-allowed for the pOSSiblllty of statc
aid for libraries from the education fund. Other states soon
passed similar laws. By the end of the nineteenth century, all

states had passed leg1slatlon prov1d1ng for the establlshment o | 1
‘of public libraries and the levylng of local taxes for the1r
Hsupport. Furthermore, by 1875 all-states had establlshed a

state library. for use by’ governmental officials, the Jud1C1ary,

and generally the citizens.residing near the state capitol.

.Inﬂan”historical'perspective, the Federal;role came late
and in a limited form. Passage of the Library Services Act in:
'1956, later revised and renamed The Library Seﬁ,&ces and Construc-

_ tion Act is the only expression of a Federal funding role

VYO - -32-.



major’ p1ece of Federal legislation for the support of public

~

focussed directlyfon the public"library. The State and Local

‘Fiscal Ass1stance Act of 1972 prov1ded funding support under

the general'revenue sharing (GRS) program for a variety of
stﬁte and local serv1ces. ~Pub11c libraries were - 1dent1f1ed as
a "priority" expenditure !or the use of GRS funds at the local
level. The.only other effort to enunciate a Federal funding
role was in ‘the preparation of a Senate blll (s. 3944) called
the Library Partnership Act. The bill was introduced in 1974
and described a quite different‘and quite-reduced; Federal-’

funding role.

This section of the report provides a - summary analysis
and evaluation of both LSCA and the proposed Library Partnership'
Act. A detailed evaluation,pf\t:f impact of the GRS Act is

presented in a later section. > .

-
-

1

The Federal Role Under LSA. and LSCA

in 1956,’C0ngress passed the Library Services Act, the first

-

~

libraries. The Act required each state to prepare a plan, the:
approval of which was a prerequisiteltO‘the use of'Federai'funds.
A -primary goal of the Act was the extension Of library service

to the rural'population. Aid was gmecluded.from towns with a

population of more than 10,000.

. Amendments in 1964, under the title "The Library Services

| and Construction Act", broadened the scope to 1nclude grants for

construction of library_fac1lit1es. Equally 1mportant the new

" act recognized the need to sapport libraries in urban as well as

1. This section is: excerpted from the earlier GSS paper.’
"Basic Issues in the Governmental Financing of Public
Libraries", Government Studies & ~Systems, 1973 -33-

v
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rural areas. Plan requirements placed on the states were rev1sed

L.

‘ accordingly. Federal funds were allocated according to a formula
whith recognized only two basic factors: _population agd income.
Each state was entitled to a share of the total federal grant

‘equal to the ratio of the state's population to the total popu-

o *

" lation of the coumtry.' ﬁowever, in order tq'receive its full.‘
share;‘each state'had té provide matching state and local funds
based on the ratio of the staﬁefs per capita income to the national
average~per capita income. Thus, wealthier states were required :
to prov1de more matching funds than poorer states. A stipulation

wwas added that in no case would Federal funds for library service
and construction exceed sixty-six percent, nor be less than
thirty-three‘percent, of the total costs. -Determination of the

,use of”?ederal funds was left -in the hands of the state library
agency. It should .be noted that the revised act represents a
kind of block grant. Its objective clearly was a distribution
of Federal aid in general support of’library'services. Except
tor'the state plan requirement; none of tne fiscal support pro-
visions relates directly fo library needs, or library services.
Thns, the current level of library'services, differential service
needs, and requirements to provide specified libraryxservices are

not included as a part of Federal subsidy machinery.

In 1966,.LSCA was-amended to identify three new areas.for
improvement in library seryice. With fhese amendments,'LSCA
provided Federal'support in the following major categories:

(1) Library Services (litle-I): support to be used

for booksland other,library materials, salaries,

46 -34-
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'equipment and other operating expenses

(2) Librafy Censtfuction_(Title'II): 'suppor¥ to be
used for new or injpoved facilities and otker

capital expenditures.-

(3) Interlibrary Cooperation kfitle III): support \to
o be used for the establishment and ‘maintenance of
local, regional,,state or interstate cooperative .
networks of llbrarles, including publlc-nonpubllc
11brary networks.' No match;ng of Federal funds

requlred. S

-

(4) Grants for. 11brary serv1ces in state 1nst1tut10ns and
11brary serv1ces for the phys1ca11y hand1capped (Tltle IV):W
'authorlzed grants for the provision of library service
to inmates of prlsons; state schools and hospitals, and
tg.proﬁide services/for tne physicaily %andicapped.unabie
to use conventional printed materials. This Title was
never~funded and;_in the . 1970 amendments,’Title IV was

- , " indorporated into Title I. |

The 1970 amendments also extended LSCA unt11'1976 and expanded
Title I to-brovide special library services for disadﬁantaged persons,
to prov1de ass1stance to state library adm1n1strat1ve agencies, and

to strengthen metropolltan 11brar1es.(1{

: . . v .
S As indicated earlier, this Federal 1egislatiQn has had -a
. (1Ywrsa ana wLsca: Legislative History," James W, Fry in lerary
A - Trends, July, 1975 _ ,

-35=




. .
positive influence on the statewidé development of public'

' libraries. Although the amount of Federal aid has been small

in relation to total library expenditures, the program has
 _encouraged the stdtes to accept and implement increased respon-
. L4 S ' ‘. .

'isibilify,forzsupporf of public libraries.

Thus, Federai‘funds,‘accbmpaﬁied pyza matchiné fequiremgnt_
’aﬁd:plan preparation, stimulated the Stétés' #eSponée to. public
,iiﬁrary needs and strengtpgned Ehe administraﬁive and‘R1aﬁ§i§g‘
.foles on the‘staﬁe iiprary‘agenéyLT Locai 1Lb#aries coﬁid.idbk

‘-ft§ the state as well as lpcal government for relief of some of

' their pressing fiscal problems. The. trend toward increased. .

state-support of lgbrérj services has been described as “one of

thefiotentially most importaht deVélppments during the p?st.ﬁen
ﬁo“fifteen'Years in public library systems."1 The fear that
increased state'fiscal'support_would result in an excessive of

‘moﬁQIithic pattern of state control over tlfe develmeentyof v

t been realized..

\

puéiﬂc library systems has

Ay

‘More recent\l\»_, thers

the massive conce of disadvahtaged and deprived popula-

tions in the ur complexes;'togethef with the accompanying

problems of declining tai capacity, increased municipal expendi- (:T

tures, and_uﬁban decay have exacerbated the élight'of the urban-.

~
i

library. As a result, a new proposed amendment to_LSCA establishes

A

Ralph Blasingame and Ernest R. DeProspo, Jr., "Effectiveness ' )
‘\n Cooperation and Consoli@gtion in Public Libraries,”" in

lvin J. Voight, Advances in Librarianship, I, New York,
Acdademic Press, 1970, p. 194. ‘ ’ .
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oan Title V addressed to special needs of urban libraries. The’

—t

declaratio%\of purpose in the proposed amendment is stated as ,F\

follows:'l T | : .

Val

" In recognition of the serious financial distress of -
- large urban public libraries, the Congress hereby
' : declares it to be the policy of the United States to
. provide financial assistance to such libraries for .
‘the purchase of books and other library materials.
Large urban public libraries are a critical part of
the nation s information and cultural resources, and
as such are deemed to be vital for the educational,
cultufal and economic development of this country.
‘Balanced intergovernmental funding is, therefore,
‘essential at the local, state and federal levels in
_ _order to achieve the content and quality of public
o ~library services for the citizens of the United States.

. The amen mentfwould provide additional funds to public libraries
in cities of over lO0,0QQ population: Interestingly, the amend-
~ ment stipulates that these funds would pass through the state
'librarp agency and would be distributed on a per-éapita basis.
Whether or not this proposed amenament will be adopted remains
. a question but it 1s a recognition of the special problems

faced-by_large.urban public'libraries.

o

Criteria for Evaluating LSA-LSCA as a Funding Mechanism

.-‘ - Although the LSA-LSCA program is 20 years old and has
(//‘\\ expended over $700 million since 1957, thire has not been any
continuing comprehensive evaluation of the program by HEW. As ’
a result, there are‘conflicting.views about its successes and
failures and confusﬁon about its impact on-publig library services
nationwide. u

IVWork:Lng Draft of Proposed LSCA Title V (dated 7/18/76)
prOVlded by ALA.
49
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An effort to assess the program should take note of 1ts

ma]or cla crltlclsms © This section is based on an :
examlnéi:g: of a selectlon of pr1nc1pa1 critiques and statlstlcs-
about the program v1ewed.1n terms of the follow1nd criteria:
'1.'Federal:support of library services underpins state ‘
and local library programs and is a stimulator, i.e.
it provides~fseed money".to assist states in deveiopi g.
.and sustaining adequate library services. The Federali
support should be related to state and local needs and dﬁV
should bg assured from year to %ear ' . - >\\r“~\\
2. Federal support should_not be used as a replacement for
state support,.but rathqr as a stimulus for additional
state afpropriations for library service.development.and
imprd$Ement. Thus, a primary emphasis in Federal-state
%unding systems should be_the development of l;;rary.; -
"services forythe unserved and the inadequately served
and the.elimination of service and service cost disparitres.

%

ral support should stimulate_and guide the determinaﬂf

tionf of measurable objectives and performance’ standards /.

ba

d on output measures. This‘sﬁould permit continhiné .

eva n to demonstrate program impact.and'aphievement

.

of purpose. ' _ /x b .
, 4. Federal support should engender strong, coordinative &ink—‘

. ages within and among public 1ibrary"systems: and to, the

-/ M

extent p0551b1e, betieen ‘public’ llbrary systems and all

other types of library services. The goal Here is to
'improve both access and quality of library.servicés to all

" gmong the various levels of government, '’

50 -38-
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~Strengths and Weaknesses of’ LSCA

-

- The Federal Government.s 1nvestment in public llb‘rarles,

beglnnlng in 1956, was viewed as a major impetus to State support

]

-and plann1ng for llbrary serv1ces;natlonw1de. As the flgures
in Table 8 show, Federal support has Kn fact increased signifi-

cant;y over tRe succegding twenty-year period.

4

Beginning in 1957 with an api;ppriation of $2,050,000, the

Congress graduaily increased LSA id to $7,500,000 in 1961 and”

'E ma1nta1ned ‘that level of assistance through 1964. With enactment

L4

of LSCA the approprlatlon was 1ncreased $55 million in 1965

Y

i and 1966, and to $76 milllon 1n 1967 ‘From 1967 on, the

-N

annual appropraatlon was 1ncreased or decreased by substantlal

a’ .:,o,

-, amounts._ Fundlng for the constructlon program under LSCA

Tltle II was eIlmlnatéd in 1973 and hever re1nst1tuted.

0

In the ten. year perlod 1966-76, the approprlatlons were . _;

ma1nta1ned at .the same level fox dnly 1969 and 1970, and

‘agaln ' for 1975 and 1976 Congressxonal overr1de, on September

130, 1976, of Presxdent Ford s, veto of the Departments of Labor

_and HEW approprlatlons blll (HR14232) prov1ded a substantlal in-

crease 'in LSCA fundlng for FY1977 at $60,237. ooo N ¢

a . R -
. - .

Although Federal aid to libraries represents only about

"

& T

-flve percent of the nation's’ llbrary expendltures, ‘Federal

support . LS v ewed.as hav1ng a substantral 1mpact on the develop-

4//%ent and 1mprovement of publlc llbrary serv1ces In his paper

L]

- f
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TABLE 8

'Appropriations for LSA and LSCA .

(A1l Titles) 1957 - 1976

o .

Fiscal Appropriation, Cumulative
Year ' Appropriationg
1957 '$ 2,050,000 $ 2, 050 000

© 1958 ~ 5,000,000 - 7,050,000
1959 6,000,000 . 13,050,000

. 1960 7,431,000 - 20,481,000

" 1961 . 7,500,000 27,981,000
1962 7,500,000 35,481,000
1963 7,500,000 42,981,000
1964 7,500,000 50,481,000
1965 55,000,000 105,481,000
1966 " 55,000,000 160,481,000
1967 © 76,000,000 236,481,000
1968 68,000,000 295,190,000

1969 49,894,000 345,084,000
1970 49,894,000 .388,3501250
1971 47,801,500 436,151,750

1972 58,709,000 494,860,750
1973 84,500,000 579,360,750
1974 49,209,000 626,109,750
1975 51,749,000 677,858,750
1976 51,749,000 729,607,750
1977 60,237,000 789,844,750

" Sources: Data for 1957 through 1975 are from Robert W. Frase,

The Future of Federal Categor1ca1 L1brary Programs, March 5

1975 Table B. Data for 1976 and 1977 is from the Washlngton

]

Offlce of American L1brary Assoc1at10n . (ALA October 5, 1976

Newsletter.)
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on the future of Federal categorical 1li rary programs, Robert

Frase says, "Public 1ibrary serv1¢es have questionably been

greatiy_extended and improved, using the funds
unaer Title I. Since pubiic#libraries have traditispally been
created and financed priﬁarily by local goyernments, the quaiity

, o v . _ :
and even'the very existence of public library services has'varied
greatly, not only between states but within .states ﬁs well The
Library Services and Construction Act was des1gned to deal directly
with this problem by requiring state plans for coordinated
-programs designed ‘to meet the needs of al} tHE.citiéens'of each
state. The state 1ibrary agencies have been greatly expanded as
a result of the Act, and called into ex1stence where they did not F
exist before. Systems of libraries have been’ created to prov1de
,better service through cooperatiVe actlon.; Interlibrary loan
networks have been established on a state basis. State statutes
have come into existence, establishing goals and;standards for_»t

. public library services and authorizing state appropriations.”

The uncertainty oﬁ Federal support from year to year and
the absence of adequate technical assistance and guidance by

Federal agencies have weakened the potential impactiof Federal'aid.

'

1

Robert W.” Frase, The Future of " Federal Categorical Library
Programs, March 5, 1975 .

’,
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Theae problems are h1gh11ghted by Joseph F. Shubert: '"As
one examlneS’the accompllshments and- strengths as well as the
‘ weaknesses and problems of the LSA/LSCA years, one:notlces first
the disparity between thevpromise and_the reality of the prog-
ram, i.e., the gap between 1egis1ative‘authorization and approp-
'riation. vFor more than half of the LSCA program's history, |
and deq.nte work on long-range plannlng, th1s gap, fiscal
‘uncertainty, and delayed appropr1atlons have necess1tated ad hoc

&es and local 11brar1es._ D1ff1cu1t

dec1sions for both state agenc
dec181ons had to be made to keep programs afloat and: staff to-
gether 1n_?1ean perlods. wl As Table 8 shows, ‘the amount of money
,zappropriated bﬁ the Congress var1ed almost year ZS year, a(ter.

1964, and was less in the years 1968, 1969, 1971 and 1974 than
,in each of the preceed1ng years.

’Shubert'also is critieal of LSCA administration with
.respect.to information gathering and* dissemination: "Anotherv
-probt552that has surrounded LSCA since its inception jis that of
1nsuff1c1ent collectlon of data and d1ssem1natlon of information

_about.the program. Assessment of program effedk\zeness has been
somewhat_fragmentary and much of what has been produced is buried
in U.S.0.E. files. The~prob1em of'data gathering and dissemina-

| tion_require the-attention.of everyone rnvolved in the program
at all 1eve_1s.5'2 ‘ -

-

-

L

1 Joseph F. Shubert, "The- Impact of the Federal L1brary Serv1ces
and Construction Act", in Library Trends, Volume 24, No. 1,
July, 1975, p. 39.

- ! \

' Ibid, pp 39-40. '
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C . . ,
A third problem 1dent1f1ed by several observers is the

-lack of technlcal assistance and guidance at the Federal. level.
This is not dué to lack of interest of Federal staff, but
rather the limitation on numhe:s of staff. It has also been;
peihted out that effective utilizatien:of the LSCA<plan requireé
ment to st1mu1ate State program development has been lacking.-

The Federal llbrary unit must have suff1c1ent status to 1n51st

&«
on effective state comprehen51ve library plannlng as a-condltlohv‘

to Federal fund distribution. - '

. - -~

Even though theicumulative total of Federal‘expehd}tu;es.
_between 19573and 1976 was abbut $730 millioh, some'observefs
view the 1mpact on state publlc library subs1dy systems as less

[

" than adequate. .

1. Atﬁpresent;‘thefe~are'still'states,whieh érovide T
| - no direct assistance for lecal library service.
Many other assistance,progﬁams aretdiscretioﬁary and lack
theiStability and'commitment'of a legal mandate.
2.1The level of state support: is significant in a’
few statesvhut is hominal in many states. This
S L indicates that, however well states_have responded
’ Iﬁohthe LsCcA stimulus, they'have not yet taken |
//Qiseriously the charge of ihsuriné the development

of an adequate pattern of public. library services

in all jurisdictiens.1

.

T . .
Basic Issues in, the Governmental Financing of Public Libraries,

ﬁexe:iment Studies & Systems, May 1973, p. 22.

Q . . B 55
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3. Whlle the slze of the LSCA grant is relat1vely small, _— ) 'w.’

| the share which is spent for local public llbrarles ¢
is the-prerogatxve of the recipient state, and_1t
-varies greatly amongﬁthe states. A»recent report of
the General Accoynting Office pointed out.that'"state
financial reports for fiscal year“l972 revealed that
all states retalned%}arge percentages of Title I
funds at the state level for adm1n1stratlon and support

;< ) services or for statew1de projects." The Report noted

a

‘that 38 percent of the total LSCA T1tle I allotments

. was’ retalned at the state level. A o NP
4. - © .x '

- _4. While“the gap.betmeen legislative authorizations and -

| ) appropr1atlons, mentloned earlter,- 1s not atypical in-

. Federal fundlng programs, it has been an 1mportant
L 'factor limiting LSCA effectlveness.' Amounts allocated
to 1nd1v1dual states under LSCA were so small as.to
make d&fflcult the1r use to st1mulate development of o
a broad - guaged state public llbrary aid system, orlto.
_be used as‘part of such a system.” Moreover, while
LSCA made use of a state plan devrce,“the smallness
"of the grants goupled with less than adequate organiza-

tion and staffing of a Federal library unit resulted in

little opportunity to assist the state planning process,

‘or to monitor the use of Federal funds.

1-.Comptroller General of the United States, Report to the
congress - Federal Library Support Programs: Progress and
Problems, December 30, 1974, pp. 21-22. ' '




Analysis of the Librar&,Partnership Act'(S.'3944)

The Library Partnership Act, (S. 3944), was introduced ;

‘in the Senate of the United States by Jacob Jav1ts (R.j- N.Y. )
on August 22, 1974. Although the bill was 1ntroduced by

Senator Javits at the Administration's request it d1d
. not recelve.his endorsement, nor did the measﬁre‘excite'much

1nterest on the part of other members of the Congress. Yet,
with the s1ngle exceptlon of ‘the establlshment of the ﬁatlonal
.Comztsjlon on L1brar1es and Information Science, the L1brary
Partnepship Act now h1stor1cally represents‘the sole Adm1n1stra-
tion’initiativeudirectly affecting:libraries.which has taken

place since 1965, the year iﬁ the Johnson Administration's

major educatlonal‘enactments, e.qg. , the Elementary and

necondary Educatlon Act (ESEA) and the Higher Educatlon Act (HEA)

" The proposed legislation embodied some of the
. /
phllosophles of the leon Adm1n1stratlon, espec1ally
those aspects wh1ch called for grant consolidation, reductlon

of dependency on the Federal government, and s1mp11f1catlon of

the governmental machlnery. ’ - : ' '
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Understandably skept1cal of a proposed measure y1e1d1ng
only $15 or $20 mllllon* as’ contrasted to over $218 mllllon
annually approprlatqﬂ in grant support for the natlon s ;
major types of 11brar1es, the 11brary profession at 1arge showed

no interest in the\lerary-Partnershlp Act, and its fate would

appear - to be that of many other b;lls wh1ch reach the Congress’
\\\

" only to d1e.aborn1ng. | ay

=
-

The bill's development and introduction is evidence,
however..that the Administration~was seeking a"different
d1rectlon for 11brary funding. Spec1f1ca11y, ‘the new direction.:

1s one . that d1verts Federal funds away from stitptional support

for_school, publrcand.academlc 11brar1es and-funnels these funds

“into broader based categories consonant with Federal goals to

reach the economically disadvantaged and those~with other dis-
advantages, such as the 'physically handicapped.'“Analysis of
the bill in greater detail is thus relevant to any research

evaluating ‘the effectlveness of Federal fund1ng of publlc ,

‘libraries. . It represented. a s1gn1f1cant departure from the .

‘existing Library legislation provided through~the Library'Services

and Constructlon Act (LSCA), ESEA, Title IV - B; and HEA,

T;tle II

l
-

.*The sum of $15 M was recommended in the Nixon Administration

budget for .FY 1975, and $20 M was recommended in the Ford
Administration budget for FY 1976. No amount was recommended
in the FY 1977 budget for, the new legislation. ?
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The Provisions of the Bill

The proposed Partnership Act prov‘

e following
e .

elements of a- Federal’&undlng program.

_1.' Dlscretlonary grants to be awarded by the. Secretary
of the- Department of Health Educatlon, and Welfare
(HEW) for the'demonstrat}on of innovative 11brary |

4serviceS~to the handicapped, 1nst1tutlonalmsed and

Jged; for the demonstra-

. ’ ’

tlon of means to 1ntegrate i formatlonal and educa-

.~ the economicallly disadva

. . o téonal serv1ces and for p1ann1ng act1v1t1es authorlzed
L ’ under the Act. ) o , R
' 2. ‘Ellglbie rec1p1ents of such grants could 1nclude e

.;State and local 11brary agenc1es, pub11c and non-prof1t

‘e

v

'organlzatlonsmand institutions.

3. The legislation was proposed to extend from FY 1975

’ " through FY 1977.

'"'. o 4.:>No specific authorization level was spedified?in the
el  bill, although the FY 1975 budget proposed $15-M ‘and
| the FY 1976 hudget recommended $20 M. « .

"~ 5. The State 1ibrary administrative agéncy was not desig-

ndated the official recipient of the:funds, but it was

[y

3 granted authority for review and comment. °
* :n ° - )
. ¥ . L. . - : t
. ‘ -, . x . - i
> L
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_6. Funding fqr any giveﬁ:project was.tofbé_proraped with
Fedefal financial assistance covefiﬁg up to 100 per-- .
cent in the first fiscal year, not to exceed 70 per-
cent 'in the second‘fiscal year, and not to exceed
4b“perCent in the third fiscal ygér.. .

7. The Secretary of HEW was to be held responsible for
establishing ériteria for the apprdval df grants,
‘namely:

~a. the degfee‘togwhich the ptoposal met the
objectives specified in the enactment; -

s 7

b. the degree to which the .project cou}d'be y

\ replicated; and

| c. the determination:of available funding to
cover the proposed activity when the Federal

support was terminated. ' ? :

Analysis of the Bill's Provisions

s—

- The first point to.be made,is‘that~the legislation is‘ah
- omnibus bili: that is, its prOvisions could_éonéeivably cover
ény t&pe of library now eliéible under the present leéislation‘
. Section Sl(a; (1) of S. 3944, in callihé for the demonstration of
seryices.to disadvantaged‘clients, would primarily relate to
,public libraries, aithough not exel&sively.. Section 5 (a) (2)

would®pertain to any or all types of libraries engaged in

60, -
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cooperative services. 'SECtion.S (a) ¢3), in designatrfé the

€

-integration-of'informational and.educational’services.could

affect:public, pubiic:school, and'academic‘libraries'--

spec1f1cally those wh1ch attempt 1nter1nst1tutlonal relatlon-

ships w1th agenc1es of formal educatlon, such as public schools_.
‘ . | N

or institutionssof hlgher learnlng.

-

These three main aims of the proposed legislation then
would either target Federal funds for highly selected clienteles

(the economically disadvantaged, it should be noted, have been

a source of presidential concernlthroughout the’Kennedy,vJohnsony
and ﬁixon hdministrat}ons) or , by contrast, make{provision for
certain activities involving interlibrary arrangements or
1nter1nst1tutlonal comb1natlons leading to a closer a111ance
Lbetween the 1nformatlonal serv1ces of 11brar1es and the provi-
sion of public education. The change from previous Federal
funding policy is clear? Rather than serving as small financial
»dollops within the larger support framework provided by local;

.or state funding, the Federal funds wouldpserve a.moresldentlfrable_
function -- one calling attention to evaluation of highly visible -
projects serv1ng hard todrjach c11enteles, or those affectlng

institutions of dlfferent authorities and tzpes in their joint -

concern to effectuate resource sharing for.a larger const1tuency.
The seco: 1mportant polnt to be considered is the demonstra-

tion\aspect of the bill. In th1s context 1t should be remembered

L]
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that the Nixon Admin stration 1ntnoduced legislation to create
the National Institut of Education (NIE), primarily because
:,the President evinced concern that mounting large-scale Federal
educational programs&w1thout research into the1r effect was.
largely a waste of taxpayers money. In hlS educational
message to Congress on March 3, 1970, the Pre51dent made the °
camment that 1ncreased Federal a id to educatlon would only come
rabout'mhen "we gain.a new conf;dence.that our educatlon dollars
hare.Being wisel& invested to‘bring back their highest.return

ln social beneflts....As we get more feducation for the dollar,

we will ask the Congress to supply mapny more- dollars for

education."

Thelresearch and demonstratlon emp a51s of S. §§44vis
'con51stent w1th Admlnlstratlon th1nk1ng that Johnson's Great
Soc1ety programs of compensatory educatlon for low-;ncome'
children should not be furthered without additional investiga-
tion of their effect. 'Such resedrch and demonstration would

H

" allow for random innovation or large-scale social experimenta-
tion, but would disallow the funding-pattern of the present
.législatibn providing for institutional support of school, : “\

public, and academic libraries. .

To those familiar with previous research projects funded
under HEA IT B, the demonstration aspect of the proposed legis-
~lation might.well seem compatible. One or two“examples,mill
ISuffice: the Philadelphia Action Library,.which was supportedu

62
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in \part by II B funds, would be e11g1b1e under a11 three of the

: prov1slons.of Sec. 5.+ The Ph11ade1ph1a project was essent1a11y
Coo des1gned to aid chlldren of 1owagncome famzlles, was concelved
as amcenter w1th special relatlonshlps to the s1te s ex1st1ng
community and school_llbrarles;'and was carried out_1n.cooperaf
tion with the Philadelphia'public library system_and‘the_éity'sQ
publio-and diooesan schoois; -By;contrast,.a second project,'
'aIso_receiving;extensiVeﬂsupport from HEA II'BQ.Was the BALLOTS
{project of Stanford University, a bibliographical on-line com- °
puterized operation now making itipossible for'libraries;'other'
vthan-Stanford itselr 'u:obtain Qarious services within a ne}-
work1ng mode for. the1r own institutions. ‘Thﬂs 1atter project,
although not serv1ng a primarily d1sadvan‘aged cllentele, would

be completely eligible under theprov1slons of Sec. 5 (a) (2) _
. . : '.‘} )
Both these projects could be seen'as innovative-and
requiring special as51stance beyond the resources of local or
1nst1tutlona1 author1t1es. Both were and remain “rlsk capltal“
. projects and, in the view of Adm1n1stratlon observers, eligible
for funding from the nation's 1argest oollector of taxes, the
:?ederal'government} lVdewediin this:light; the proposed bibrary
Partnership Act would seem to indroate;that the Administration
. Sa -
wag agreelpg to agcept Federal respons1b111ty for certa1n
' exper1menta1 endeavors which could not be funded otherw1se.

.It mlght also be.sa1d that the proposed legislation was not

being offered as a substitpte for the existing\categorical-aid

. o
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-.programs,.but rather as an alternative tp them.. Having already
adjudged that library support was a matter of-state’and local
resp0ns1b111ty, the Admlnlstratlon put forth an alternatlve
legislative proposal to assume a much larger research and
development role. Fundlng levels for the.present research and
demOnstration.program (HEA:II B) have'remained somewhere below
$3 million annually;:the Nixon budget recommended $15 million
for these purposes and the Ford budget suggested another in-

rcreast to $20- mllllon, a f1gure representlng almost ten times the

current outlay for such experimental act1v1t1es.

The netygrklng aspects of the proposed leglslatlon also |
polnt to allled developments w1th1n 11brar1es operated entlrely
with Federal funds, such as the L%brary of Congress. The
L1brary S own development work with MARC (Machine Readable

-~ 4
Catalog) tapes, now w1dely used by a number o@-reglonal consort1a

-

(OCLC, SOLINET, etc.) for variousg library functions including
cataloging”and book purchase, haZ}made poss1b}p new directions
for. the natlon s libraties and has greatly augmented the role
of.the.lerary of Congress as the "national" library. . It is
not lmposslble to conceive that the Federal government.might
..ulsh to change.the.emphasis of all present library legislation'
by creating a‘newstatutevﬂﬂch could worh im tandem with'provi?_
sions for developmental act1v1ty in Federally supported llbrarles,
such as L1brary o Congress, The National Library of Med1c1ne
and the National gricgltural Library. This new legislation

61
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v could channel Faderal funds 1nto~furthering the resource’ shaLl ng
‘ among 11brar1es which automated dev1ces such as MARC tapes

>

' N already facilitate.

o

The third point to be‘made about S. 3944 relates to its
format as a d1scretlonary program rather than a state plan\

. program. - At present;‘both ESEA IV-B and LSCA are operated as
'state-plan prpqrams‘ HEA II is the exceptlon, since academlc
institutions (the primary'reCIplents of the title) do not
normally oome under state departments of education; consquently

. the funds are adm1n1stered as d1rect 1nst1tutlonal grants.

Although 1t.1s true that the state library agencies are per- e

mittedlréviewqand oomnent on specific‘projects,and‘that governors
of states affected hy.interstate,library activities are‘aiso o
. guaranteed -similar reviews, the proposed~%egislation.cedes
authority to HEW fop—the determination of the criteria under
which fature grantéf;:uid be made. One of‘the factors on which
the criteria must be based is.the assurance that the project
will be continued at such a time as the Federal funds are
dphased_out. Again, the inclusion of this factor underscoaes

the view thatlcategorical'aid on a permanent basis for libraryy

support was not an acceptable usetof'Federal funds.

'In effect, then, the Library Partnership Act should be
" regarded as a distinct alternative to present’Federal funding
- patterns providing institutional support to all majgr types of

. libraries. The bill stressed two'aspects of Administration
P - ‘ o \ _

=53 .




pnaloaophy: the neéd to address the educational'needs ofg:
deprived Americans and the requirement to emo1oy funds to aié'
in the deVelopment~of inrerlibrar&-and interinstitutional
cooperatiﬁes, thereby'effectuating wider-usagefof’cerfain
resodrees and enlarging'the clientele base oflenisting libraries.
The Nixon Adminietration would have.viewed'such’a developnent -
as consonant with the Président's intent to effect a refbrm.ig}
AmeriCan.education. s IR | - o
| o Y.
In referenée to the geVelopment of cooperatives, the
1egislation,anticipates that some of theae wili croes state
lines, thereby 1ncrea51ng the respon51b111ty of the Federal
government for their governance. The,bll; also antiCipates an
enlargement og\:he cross-fertlllzation of ideaeeand activities
between.formaI' . 4

libraries, and cites th intagration of educational and infor-

agencies of education and informal ones ‘such as

.mational delivery system§. Thus), library legislation is placed
'W1th1n the broader framework of Amer1can~edUCatlon.

.«

As_a package, the proposed Act can be construed as

-

,an Administration}at}empt to eliminate the burden of the Federal

government in furnishing an on-going subsidy to local library

expenditures. It substitutes, instead, a discretionary program

permlttlng 1nnovat1ve proyects des1gned to reach hitherto un-

. _
served population groups,.or to create'greater econom1es in ser- -

'
vice through the use of.new technologies and the coa1e501ng

. - | ‘ 66 ~g : . ‘ L
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of'combined'institutions, even those in.different states. The
bill specifically precludes a peymaﬁe;t—Federal role ih support
of these préjeFts, thus bearing out Admlnlstratlon phllosophy
‘that llbrary~support was a matter of state and local 1n1t1at1ve.
What in effect the Federal government seemé!“to Be saylng in
. taklng this 1n1t1at1ve is that the determlnatlon of a sgec;flc
Federal role has yet to be fully analysed.' The lerary Partner-
shlp Act does squest some alternatlves to the present leglsla-
- tion and in this area/fat leasei‘lt warrants the profess;on s

'Serious thought and reflection. .

- o : )
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IV

Summary AnalySis of State Aid Programs

for Public Libraries

, Introduction

e

The Federal public library fisggblsupport system, under_
the various titles of LSCA, was deSigned to channel funds
into speCified_areas of need in the,public libraryjéystem
iincluding: the‘extension and more adequate.distribgtion of

'“public library.services;}construction and improvement of
facilities, interlibrary oooperation and network development,

and the development of serVices for readers with spec1alized

needs. The proposed amendment for a new LSCA Title V prog-

ram is addressed to the special needs of large city,libréries;

"

The overall objective. in ‘all of these various funding
components is to stimulate state governments and state library
agenoies to take a more active functional and fiscal role in

“jthe~development;o? a fully adequate set of public library

‘services in each state. Development of comprehensive state

~

library plans, as required under ' LSCA, is a primary device to
implement the objective of stimulating state leadership in

this area.
- .

. " An additional and even more,important device through
—
which state leadership can be exerCised is the system and-
. <5

~amount of state fiscal support proVided local public libraries.

- In this analysis'of the effectiveness of the Federal fiscal
. L / | ‘
- _ 68
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. _ support_system, therefore, it is'important to examine the
oVerall_characteristfos and patterns of state public library
_ a{é prodrems. All of the data included in this analysis
was gained through the detailed questionnaire sent to the
ohief state library officer in each state. The response
was excellent.’ As of the date of report preparation, only

fivesteteslhave not responded, and some of these hdve C.

1nd1cated they will later return a‘completed questlonnalre.

—~
1 . <

Not all states responded to all of the dhestlonnalre items.

Number and Eligibility Status of Public Libraries for

Receiving State Aid _ : ¢

o

In the 42 states respOndino to questions on number and
! e11g1b111ty status, the data indicates there are slightly

more than 8 800 publ;c 11brary units throughout the nation.

This’ count exceeds by 500 the number tabulated in the National
! o Center for Educational Statistics (NCES)survey hentiohed

earlier. ‘Unlike the NCES survey, however, the guestionnaire

‘asked for the nuﬁber of units, inoluding branches. Also,l

this count may well include in some states the number of

- library systems which ex1st._ A regional summary of the

number of public library units,/as of 1975, follows.

. . . . < R ’
. . .
» .
. . v )

(1) ’ )

States which did not respond arei New Hampshire, A Y
Delaware, FlorldaZJOklahoma, and Arlena.
‘ (]
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Region ' States: Numbers of Public States Not -

Reporting Library Units Reporting
. . I ‘

New England 5 - 1,095 New Hampshire
Mideast ‘{4 1,779 . Delaware

' Great lLakes 5 1,739 : _
Plains 6 1,599 South Dakota
Southeast . 11 1,355 : Florida
Southwest 2 417. Okla., Arizona
Rocky Moéuntains 5 426 '

Far West ' 4 400

Alaska, Hawaii _0 0 - Alaska, Hawaii

te 42 8,810 8

—,

,indicatibQS are tha% in most stateé, mbét public libraries
are eligible, under a variety of procedures, for either‘dr
both fedexal or state;aid. In.what appears to be an ihcreasiﬁg
'bnumberﬂbf‘states, the floQ of funds End the application for .
aid is'channeled through regional library systems. In fewer
states, state/and/or Federal aid funds are channeled through
countieg or municipal jurisdictions. Because of reporting
probiems and time constraints it is not possible to state
precisely ﬁow many,kibrary units actually received Federal or
'staté aid iﬁk}gzs. Indications are, however,~£hat a minority,
perpaps one third, of library units in reporting states
acfually received state aid and fewer received Federal. aid.

‘It is of course true that not all states have a public library

aid proéram. An analysis of ALA's American Library Laws
(1973, w%th the 1975 Supplement) indicates fhat 21 states
héve'no staéuﬁoryfaid program. In many states which have noj
statutory aid program, state and/or Federal funds are dis-

tributed under administrative regulations or as a discretionary

grant program. 7()
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-aid system or a lack of adequate_funding, or. both. It is

In summary, it is clear that there are a sizeable
number of indiVidual public library units in the nation.

Many are linked together, either formally or informally,

in regional systems. Most are eligible for state and Federal

aid, but only a 'inority_actualiy received such aid in 1975.

This may,be due’ to either a lack of a comprehensive state

clear "that in, many' states the aid program is not statutory, »

bUt rather is operated on the»basis of administrative regu-

\

lations--either formal or informal. It is fairly well

established that Federal aid is administered separately in

many states and is distributed on the basis of project by

—project applications from individual libraries‘or library

»

systems.

Amount and Type of State and Federal Aid Distributed

in 1975

’
A
-

The ultimate goal of LSCA, as described more fully earlier

~in this report, is to assist the states'in the extensio%fand

improvementi}f puhlic library services in areas inadeéuately
served, and/or to increase services to people with special '
1ibrary.service.needs,' It was also pointed out earlier that
there are similarities between public library andtpublio
education Subsidy systems and that a judicially reinforced
(Rodriguez, Serrano - Priest, et al) state responsibility
existed to overcome disparities in the distribution of educa-‘
tional services arising from differential need and taxing
capacity. | | - | ’
71
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Illumination of this issue in terms of public librafy'

aid was sought in the survey questionn&ire by requeéting

states to indicate the amouhts of both Federal and state

aid distributed under various types,of systems. Specifically,

six different types of aid systems wefe identified and

defined in the questionnaire as follows:

- 1.

Equalization aid - State aid distributed in relation

to local\fiscal.capacity (for example, eqﬁalized

assessed value) or local fiscal effort (for example,
yield of a specified mill levy).

Per cépjta aid - State aid distributed in proportion

to population served.

. Area aid - State aid distributed in proportion to

. , .
area (square miles) served.

Flat grants - State aid distributed in equal dollar

amounts per library or. library system, sometimes

varied by class of library.

Partial reimbursement of local expenditure - Payment

4

of a specified portion of local expenditure for

" specified purboses (for example, operation and

maintenance costs; eligible capital project costs).

Discretionary aid - Distribution of state funds as

determined by fhe state agency charged with over-

sight of the public library system.

\

A catch-all "other" category was added to the list.

Table 9 presents a tabulation of the fesponses;

« 72
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. Table 9

1

" Amount of State-Aid Distributed tb Public Libraries,
By Type of Aid System and Source of Funds, 1975

.

. Amount of State Aid, FY1975

($000)
- Type of : , State ' . Federal Sources
Aid System Total ] Sources $ -°° . (Incj. GRS funds) %
Equalization § 8,065 5.9  § 7,090 7.1 s 975 2.7
Per Capita . 48,887 35.7 44,628 44.5 4,259 11.6
Area Served 10,018 - 7.3 9,075 9.0 943 . 2.6
Flat Grants 21,590 15.8 15,279 15.2 ‘ 6,311 17.3
. Reimbursement 8,793 6.4 8,300 8.3 493 ,1.3
Discretionary 31,927 23.3 11,290 11.2 20,637 56 .4
Other . 7,694 5.6 4,714 4.7 2,980 . 8.1
R Total $136,974 100.0 | $100,376 100.0 $36,598 . -100.0

¢ ,
'
\ _
" Footnotes - )

1 Thirty-two states reported distributions of state source funds,
twelve states (including Hawaii) reported no distribution, and six
states did not respond. o ’

- 2

‘Thirty-seven states feported distribution of Fedefal sgurce funds,
seven states (including Hawaii) did not distribute su funds,
and five states did not respond. ! :

)

Source:"Compiied from survey questionnaires.
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Reépondénts were asked to findicaté_the aﬁoﬁhf of stéﬁé“
aﬁd_fo local‘publié libraries or‘library systems (}ngluéiﬁg-
"all Féderal funds used for'étate4aid'purposes) by typevof_
state-aid system used." Federa14funds, for this'purpose,-
were defined to include LSCa, GRSvfunds‘and any okher Federal
' honies distributed-through theﬂaidASYStem{ It waQKrecognized‘
that-a state could'ﬁse more than one type.of state aid system,

and many’reéponded that they did.

Not all states-responded to this question.. Thirty-two ‘
states reported on' the distribhtionlbf‘state-source‘funds;
and twelve reported that fhey made no state aid payménts‘in
. 1975. Thirty-seven states reported on the distribution of
Federal funds, aﬁa ngen statéd they did not make ény distri-
bution of such funds. While the data are not cohplete for
all.states, the basic purpbse of gaininé insight on the staté
éid systemrand the‘amounté>distributed undef the types of

aid defined is sérved’ quite adequately.

A total of $137 million in funds from both state and
Federal sources was distributed through state aid programs'v
in 1975. This total figure can be compared to‘the‘$100.8
million reported as state. aid for public libraries by the
Bureau of the Census in 1974'(Seé Table 7). The point is fhat
the survey response to this quesﬁion obviously reflects the
great‘proportion of state-aid funds. The data make clear

-

that a wide variety of state aid systems are in use wi;hin

I -. | . 74 | . | 4'2—
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and among the various states. Eighteen.of the ‘thirty-two
states reporting a distribution of state source . funds used
two or more types of aid systems simultaneously:_~A number :
reported_using as many as‘four or five different systems in

combination.

Of the more than $100 million distributed from state
sources to iocal public librariés in. 32 states, the greatest,
portion (45 percent) was expended through‘a per capita grant

-, /" system. For an additionai 15 percent<of aid from state |
sources,'a flat grant sYstem was used. Discretionary grants,
based usually on the rev1ew and approval of project app11catlons,
amounted toﬁll percent. Only 7 percent of state a1d funds

ere distributed.through aﬁ*equalization system and reimburse-

ment accounted for an additional 8 percent.

If, in accordance with LSCA objectives, the primary’ .
“ goal of a state a1d system is to extend and improve the . PR
Ad1str1butlon of pub11c library services - then the reported'
pattern and use of aid systems ra1ses some questlons. The
aid systems‘reported in maﬁor,use (per capita, flat; discre-
tlonary, and area served grant systems) do not normally reflect
(1) d1fferent1a1 needse for publlc 11brary services among
cltlzens and local jurlsdlctlons, and (2) differential local
- tax capac1ty to support such serv1ces The data show that
about 80 percent of state source funds are distributed using

one, or a combination of the four indicated systems.

5 . :
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i%&he system uséd most by states in distributing Federal
'gfunds is discretionary grants. Over half (56 percent) of the
$36.6 mllilon from this source in 1975 was expended through S Y
' thls-means.’ Flat and per-cap1ta grant systems represent k”
- an additional 29 percent~of Federal source funds. The -
‘ ' _

earlier mentioned concern about the extent to which such
grant systems.discriminate adeguately‘in accordance with | A //67
differential-needs_and taxubase_capacgties of local juris-

dictions - is relevant here, but there are some special factors

which must be considered. The size of Federal_source'funds

- \ . ) X - .
‘to individual states is extremely small (none were reported
as exceeding $4 million, and moft were well below that level).

. . ¢ T '
It is rather futile to utilizef[a broad-based subsidy system =

- under such circumstances. Tne other point is\that; while

a discretionary grant system is d;fflcult to manage and control

| potent1a11y at least, 1t can prov1de selective "target1ng

of funds to areas.of spec1a1 eed: Much more detailed re-

search on the basis used in each state .to make discretionary ’

r
grants is required to render any judgmént on the degree of

effectiveness achieved in ‘the distribution_and use of such

funds.

»

In summary, there is some cause for.concern over
" the pattexn and use of Federal publlc 11brary support funds
;flow1ng_through state aid systems. .In_many stat;:, there 1s no
clear or close compatability between.the*ﬁSCA.fundingv |
robjectives and the distributionai mechanisms.useé by the
states to support the,extension-and ‘development of public
L '.76' D .
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library services. Thére is evidence that in many staéeg,
i a "crudewor highly}fragmentedvfunding‘syéteﬁs are used..:The bulk -

* . of both s%atq;and Fedeﬁal source funds are distributed under
‘systems that may nét.adequately disc;iminate amoyé recipienﬁ
jurisdictions and citizens with varying iibra:y service
.needs and local*tgx resburées'to suppo;t sérvices: Amounts
avaiiable in many stétesdare so low as to preclude the use

of a broad-based, clearly focussed state subsidy system.

More research is néeded to further evaluate state aid systems.

(> General Characteristics of State Aid Programé j

‘The survey provided certain other information on the
nature of state aid systems, the channels used in distributing
aid, the existencé of.locai gévernmenf or regiohal library
discretion in determining the amount of aid to individual

.- Iibrariés,‘and the funding methods used by local governments

in providing local funding support for public libraries.
' " . -

The-point has been madé that state‘publicnlibrary'
support funds flow through a variety of sta£e aid s?é;éﬁ&
and thét many states uge.a combination of. systems. Thirty
of 38 states described their ?id system aé being based -

wholly or partially on a formula or system. Of these 30

.o - ) 2
states, 13 indicated the formula or system was set forth-with
. ‘ 4 . X
state statutes, 13 indicated the spurce was administrative

reqgulations, and four states reported the source as both -

-

statutes and-regulations. ‘Twelve of the States,reborting -

- - ..

- .
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iy

the use of a formula or system also réported the use of
‘discretionary grants. The intent of the question was to gain

. some Insight on the kind and degree of state commitment to r

7

public library fiscal support by virtue of the authority

‘basis supoorting the aid system. The assumption is that a

[

—_ ‘ B i
statutory based formula system expresses legislative policy
/ . .

and therefore is a more stable ‘and firm commitment A
regulatory based formula is somewhat less so, ‘and a dis-
cretionary system can be affected by a variety of changing
faotors. The data are by ho means conclusive on this
score, but the number of formula based systems can be con-

sidered a positive sign. k

'Fourteen of 35 states reporting channeled at least
a portion of both state and Federal funds direct;y to
local public libraries. Nine—additional states used this
direot route only for Federal funds. Twenty-three states

channeled some or all of state'and Federal funds through\
—
.regional library systems, six states used county governments

as a conduit, and 9. states routed some funds through municipal

jurisdictions.

. '
- \ .
.

The question was askeg whether regz nal library systems
or local governments used as a conduit for state aid could
LA

exercise any discretion over the amount of aid received by
local public libraries. Twelve of 28 states responding in-
dicated that regional library or local government discretionary

power, could.be exercised over state source funds and 16 states

-
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g
_reSponded negatively. Thirty.states responded to the

questlon regardlng Federal ‘source aid funds. Twelve
states responded yes and 18 indicated no. Reg;onallzgt;on
of library services and the involvement of local urisdictions,
particularly countles, in publlc library development and
support are sound objectives. It is important, however, that
the basis for any local discretion over state aid‘is exercised
within guidelines and constraints established in accordance
.with state-wifle library service development objectives. |
More detailed examination of state did, systemslthat permit
local disoretion is ‘'required to evaluateAanv-such guidelines

and constraints.

A totalvof 36 states responded to a question on the
funding authority and methods used by local governments
in providing‘lgggl funds to Support public libraries. The.-
options from which the method description could; be selected
were: oeneral budget process, fixed real estate X levy, '
discretionary grants, or any other method spec1f1ed by the
respondent. Combinations of these methods were re orted bv
many states. ‘With respect tocounty_and municipal jurisdic-
tions, the great majority of states (27) reported the generai,

e’

budget process was used,‘uSually in conjunction with one of
the other methods specified. Seventeen states also reported
the use of a fixed real estate tex levy as ahmethod for.looal‘
public library support. Fourteen states reported that school
districts share in local public library funding under. one *

' , 79 BRE
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or another:of the methods described. In nine states,

iibrary districts wére‘reﬁortgd as having funding reéponsid
bility. . {__

* Localbauthority structures and funding methods are-
complex'areas of research. Da dathered in.this.survey R ’55
must be viewed as quite limited? It c#n be stated, however,
quife different funding met odé are used by county and

’local jurisdictions, including school and libfary districts,

S .
to provide local public library support. A rather-surprisingly

real estate tax levy as a funding method at the local.levé:?\
, - )

'This historic method of prdviding’public-library‘support'was

large number of states (17) .repgrted the use of a fixed )

often designed—to insure a continuing basis of suppg;j;

The traditional lag in reaf‘éstate tax ésseésments and their

£l

failure to keep pace with rising costs makes this method of
providing local sﬁppbrt not an unmixed blessing. /;}
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Impact Of General Revenue Sharing On Public Library Finances

LI Background and Approach .
- R . - F 4
’ !
“Introduction
. ) - . ’
: o < , |
' Enactment of the State and Local Fiscal Assistance ‘}

Act of 1972 added a new~diménsion tb Federaf7aid. Now,
somé ten percent of the:$60 bLllioﬁ in Federal-aid goes out
in the form of general'revehue sharing with few strings
attached and virtual;y complete fléxibility as to how the
funds are spent. The states can spend their one—thiFd
share of the $ 6 biilion genfpral reQenu; Shafing_pot as

they see’>fit. 'Local governments are formally limited in

)

/using their two~thirds share to eight priorityjekpenditufe
/{' . pategories for operation and maintenance; they can acquire

capital facilities and goods for*any purpose.

-

' - Altpough categoricai grants, such as LSCA, still

‘dominate the Federdl grant. scene, with the advent of
2

"

general xevenue sharing and b{yék grants such as the =
safe étreetS'Aé%f the Comprehensive Employment and Training
Adt'(CETA) and-the‘ﬁousing and Community Development Act,
Federal aid to state and 1o§a1 governments is/slowly;

but surely, approaching ﬁhe.three—pronged "balanced" systém-?

categorL,.l aid, block ggzants and general fiécal support -,

. . . ‘.' L] . " ’ '
first envisioned by the. Advisory Commissign on Intergovern-

(1)

mental Relations in 1967. In light of th¢se developments

. - .
this evaluation of the effectiveness of Federal funding of

1
L

(I)ACIR, Fiscal ‘Balance in the American Federal System ington,,
D. C.: Government Printing Office, October 1967}, Regort A-31,
vol. 1, p.. 5. .
O o X - * . .
ERIC . - 81
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publlc 11brar1es must, consider both the impact of general a
B
r : ‘revenue sharrng on public 11brar1es and the 1mp11cat10ns '
—

of the recently proposed 11brary.block grant--the L1brary

Partnershlp Act. General revenue shar1ng is cons1dered

. in thlsp;;;¥10n, the Library Partnershlp Act, in an eérller

_sectlon._

There are two reasons why‘it ¥s essential to assess
- the true iméact of general'reéenue sharing on public library .
dfinanéing. First, under\the original general revenue sharin§'3
legislation; "1ibraries"Lpz%-been‘one,of the eight'priority

categories to which local shared revepue for operation

. .
and ma1ntenance must be allocated Thus, the opporthnlty

ex1sts for 11brar1es to obtain financing from th1s source,

( and, as WIH; be seen, some pgbllc llhrarles would appear
\\\b-be receivino’shared revenue. Because money is fungible,

howeve a 1egit1mate question can be‘ralsed\whetherleven\

those libraries that rece1ved shared revenue?fially,had more .

(1)

to spen Moreover, with renewal of revenue sharing, the-

- list of rlorlty categorles has been e11m1nated--prec1se1y

- . -
. .

because Congress recognZ?ed the traceablllty problem.(z)

(1)"Fung1b111ty" means s1mp1y that once dollars get 1nto the’
, accounts of a government, théy.cannot be traced And a glven
s amount of shared revenue can simply replace an ual amount
S of local revenue. .
14

. (2)The Act, "State and Local F1sca1 Assistance Amendments of 1976,
. ' which was signed by the President on October 13, 1976, extends
: the program through September 30 .1980.

L > ) 82 . | , o .
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The second reason'for-assessing the impact of general
revenue sharing in:the confext‘of this evaluation of Federal

funding is overriding: the argument that general revenue

- sharing would more than replace any losses public léb(g;ies

‘might suffer if LSCA were distontinued. // o
S~ ) ) . ’ N . ) . B
' i . . . . . \
A cursory glance at the revenue sharing~figu{es would

- . . . .
appear to sypport this argument. After all, according to
reports submitted to’ the U.S. Treasury Department by state

and locaIZgovernment'gfficials, the amounts of revenue sharing

funds allocated to public libraries during fiscal years 1974

and 1975 far exceed the annual appfopfiations under all

~

titles of LSCA in fecent years. 'Shered revenue allpcated

to libfaries by_stateg_and localities amounted to $82 million
in* 1974 and $95 million in 1975. 1) 0f those amounts, the
great bulk--$76 milli?n if 1974 and $91 millio;Pin'1975-§

was reported by local goﬁe nments. The states spent only

'$6 mll%onj in 1974 and $3% mllllon in 1975 of ‘elr revenue

| Ry

sharing ed%ltlements on 11brar1es. SR k&

[y

{
. ‘2
L4

The $76 million allocated to local libraries in 1974 was
‘ .

. 1.8 percent of the total shated revenue allocated for all

‘purposes that year. This accords fairly well with the place

of public 1ibfaries in the present schemé of local financing

)

N
for prlorlty categorles--expendlture for publlc libraries waey
about 1.6 percent of local expendlture For‘a]:k prlorlty ”,
- : ' ) ‘ ) & ¢ . : ‘ .
Department of the Tremsury, Office of Revenue\Shaning, Geperal . v .
Revenue Sharing: Reported Uses 1973- 1474 (Wwash., D.C., -

Feb., 1975); and Reported Uses of General Revenue Sharlng
Fupds 1974- -75 (Wash., D.C., Feb. 1976) . T

@ o
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expenditure.fun;tions in fiseal 1973-74. ~ Moreover, the

$76 million was 1arger relative to local 1ibrary expenditure

in11973-74 (about 8 percent) than‘was_the'total $4 billion

local shared revenue entitlement relative to all expenditure‘

.of eligible 1oe§% governments—-countiee, municipalities ana
VA : townships (about 5 percent).(l) Thus, the reporteo gata suggest"
,'//;—"\\\.that'lihraries have fared somewhat better than»other iocall

government programs in obtaining GRS funds.

. \
~ .

The need is toxget behind these reported figureg. On

N the surface, there 1is no reason to doubt that the amounts
. ‘ \ . . '
. ) of revenue sharing funds reported to the U.S. Treasury ‘
‘55 . Depaytment as allocated to libraries were actually expended

-

for that purpose. The faot is, however, there is no
maintenanCe of effort promision in the revenue sharing
aot (State and_Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972.) It
is quite poseihle, therefore, for.reVenue sharing funds
allocated to*any_particular.fqnction to simply substitute.
for local financing-of that funotion.-'In other.words,
: revenue sharing fumds for operationvand maintenance can
., . . . .
be used to maintain_the customary level of expenditures
and at the same time avoid increasing 1oca1.taxes to do
so. ?of.man; fiscally hard-oressed munioipaiities revenue'
sharing could be used tb‘aQOiq,br mitigate service cutbacks.
In the. case of.revenne_sharing.funds ailocated'for_capital

i

outlay, such monies could have. been used to avoid or reduce

‘L.' ' v ' o T

néw borrowing. : . L . . SR -
P _ . LS . ’ o \\;/
(1) : : : S

' These are rough estimaée;‘hased'on national aggregate data
in: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Governmental Finances 1973-74. °

~ ~ . . .o ‘ C . 8-1: ‘. . \ : .. | , -72- . .
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The following sections will attempt to 1dent1fy and quantlfy

theSe substitution effects in an effort to determlne,flrst the

overall 1mpact of general revenue sharlng on 1oca1 flnances

-

and , second, the extent to whicn GRS funds have had a real

'impact on public 11brary £finance. . i 4

The Approach to Determining Real Impact

Concern with the real impact of revenue sharing has

been apparent from the inception of the program.

The official reports to the Treasury Department require
recipientévtp check off a number of items regardine substi-
tution'effeets, but Qitho‘i any quantification, The respenses,
then, proVide only a very general impression regarding the

use of shared revenue for tax or borrowing stabilization.

‘Two other studies have gone into the substitution
question quite extenflvely, but they do not prOV1de spec1f1c

answerS'UJthequestlon of 1mpact on publlc 11brary f1nanc1ng;'

The Survey Research Center, University of Michigan

» surveyed all the state governments and ;3 large E&mple 6f,a‘
ie{ies of questions

local governments. The Center asked a s

° : °
LY

revolving around two basic issues:

-,

1) - In the absence of GRS would op rati\g\ijpenditures have

been: lower during fiécal year 1974 (75)
diction)? : ' 7

- . R
. ) N »

(in this Puris-

2) 1In the abseace~of‘GRS, would capital expenditures have

been lower durlngaflscal year 1974 (75) (in this juris- [,

~

dlctlon)° ~ o
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The. follow-up questiohs dealt with'thebextent to

which taxes and/or borrowing\gould have been increased

~ in the absence of GRS. : <

‘The Brookings Instifution'has been conductiné anv
ongoing "revehue sharing monitoringf study since 1973
in 57 ‘localities and 8 states, using local experts
(“Brookings Aésociates?5 to aése§s revenue .sharing.
. ' Through interviews and by reference to bddgets and ‘
financial repbrts, the'ﬁréokings Associates attemp:;é
. to determine the extent to whiéh'amounts of shared revenue
allocated to each priority fgnction were actually used for

o new spgnding.

" The Treasury, Michigan and Brookings studies were

examined for evidence regarding the overall fiscal impact.

s

Nine - of the communities in the Brookings study were
I . .

also looked at for corroborative evidence concerning our

statistical analysis of actual library expgnditure data. ~)

‘Determining the real impact on library finance’
‘requires a different approabhkfrbm either the Michigah or the
Brookings studies. The premisé is that a‘comparison of library

expehdifures for operation and maintenance for the last year

before infision of revenue sharing funds (1971-72) with com- é//.
pérable data for the first yéar(l)'aftey distribution of GRS

funds (1973-74), will yield'conclusiphs showing the real
impact of revenue sharing on library finance. e

Because dispribution of GRS funds_began late in 1972,
the FY 1972-73 was rejected-for'purposes of this analysis.

*

. / . - : .‘. v ',“ _74_
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. Ideally, ‘this approach would require such analy51s
for all 39 000. recipient governments--a task for wh1ch

resources are not available. It was possible, however,  to

examine data for all (4&6)imunicipalities with populations
. of more than 50,000 aﬁd/all (312) counties Qith populaticns
‘of 100,000 or more and to select those jurlsdlctlons which,
.accordlng to their official use reports, allocated at least
5 percent of their shared revenue to public libraries in
1973=74, entirely or su;stantlally for operatlon and

malnte nce. A total of 26 municipalities and 22 counties

met_thiijcriterion.(l) To relate our findings to the Bnookings a F’\\j

findings, we included three additional municipalities that

/

an 5 percent. It is significant that these

allocated less

Sl_municipalit'es and counties accounted for about half
($23.6 millio~) of the $45.5 million shared revenue that was
reported as dllocated for ljrrary‘operation and maintenance

in 1973-74.

’
The / fiscal impact estimate for library operation

and mai tenance expenditure is based on (1) computing
the percent change between 1971-72 and 1973-74 and. (2)

comp fing‘this with a “nofmal“ percent change for this

sam¢ period. To the extent the actual percent change ' S
® exfeeds the "norm," the difference is the actual impact,
pbathekamount of ehared.:evenue thats was allocated.
f the actual change is less than thf "morm," it i! pre-

sumed that the shared revenue replaced local funds\fofﬁ

libraries (which ‘thenwere used eithef’fbr other expendi- -

) M ~ . 03 ) 3
turepurposes or for tax sftabilization).

Two others that\aingget this criterion were omitted{.
Oak, Mich., becaud 73-74 Census data were not aval‘able;
and Lorain, Ohio, which, although it reported alloca¥ing (

$76 thousand- (10.3% of its entitlement) to library operatioqs

actually expended the money' to -rehabilitate an old llbrary ”

) bulldlng for use as a communlty center. . . v -
o BN ‘ .
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For purposes of establishing the "normal” increase, .
the Bureau of'Census reported national average--20 percent
over the two yeer period, or an averaoe annual increase of
about 10’percent--was applied to library¢operation and
| maintenanoe expenditures.

Overall Fiscal Impact

< Off1c1a1 Use Reports

There is evidence in the official Treasury Department

- reports on the uses of revenue sharing funds that both

B RN

tax and borrowing stabilization effects ocgurred, In re-

t

sponse to questlons on the overall fiscal impact of revenue

sharing funds on their taxes,‘con51derab1e numbers of 1oca1

B

governments indicated for 1973-74, that they were able - ~
to either: reduce taxes (4 percent of some 42,000(1) y
responses); prevent tax increases (35 percent) ; Prevent
enactment of new taxes (27 percent); and maintain current

(2).

taa;ievels (34 percent) In regard to indebtedness,

, 84 pereent of some 13, 000(1) responses 1nd1cated they were
\¥ab1e to avoid some issuance of new debt and 16 percent said they
. were enabled ‘to reduce some of their outstand1ng debt o
by allocating revenue sharlng funds to cap1ta1 outlay (3)
Slmllar responses were elicited in the Actual Use Reports g

(4)

regardlng the 1974- -75 revenue sharlng ent1t1ements.

. (1)Because each respondent could give more than one response to the
: " questions on tax or debt substitution effects, the number of re-
sponses éxceeds the number of local governments actually respond1ng
to those questlons. :

- (2)op. citem 1973-74, p. §3 e

- lipia, p. 44. | ,
A - Wop, cit?, 1974475, ppey34 and 35, \
\)‘ L N * . ’ ’
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The two previously mentioned independent studies of o
Ty
the impact of revenue sharing ‘on state and local governments

prov1de more precise data on the substitution‘effect.

Univers1ty of Michigan Study

The Survey Research Center (SRC) at the Univers1ty
of Michigan COnducted a survey of the states and some
800 counties and municipalities, under the auspices of
the National Science Foundation, to provide anjassessment

(1) This study'

of the impact of general revenue sharing.
concludes that less than' half as many communities indi- .
cated-that revenue sharing had a tax stabilization or
borrow1ng stabilization effeci)than appears from the Treasury
Department use repo&ts (Table 19). While about 70 percent

of the'responses b% municipalities and counties on the -
official use r ports f?r fiscal 1974 indicated some tax

: stabilizatiqﬁ/E;:ect the SRC study ,estimates that only e

.29 percent of all municipalities and counties used revenue.
sharing for thgt purpose. The highest percentages appear

in both studies for municipalities with populations be-
tweenlO0,0ooand 300,000. In regard to borrouing stabili-
zation, the SRC study estimated that only 14vpercent,of the
municipalities used shared revenue for that purpose,‘com-‘
pared to about‘double that percentage, as reported to . .
the Treasury.- | ' | \ A ) ',"" Q&

* . D

(l)National Science Foundation, Research Applied to National Needs, -°
.The Economic and Political Impact of General Revenue.Sharing C
(Washington, D.C. U.S. Government Printing Office, April '1976).
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¢ LS L Table 10. -
Fiscal Impact Estimates from Un_ige_rs'ity of

Mich‘igan Research Center Survey

Responses Compared to Official Use ReporE‘s, FY1974

(percentages)
- ' /q
;) Weighted Percent Reporting Some:
" Tax Stabilization Borrowing Siabil}&ation
: . Survey . oo Survey .
. L (Finance Use (Finance - Use
Type of Unit . Officers) ‘Reportst Ofiicers) Reports
Municipalities ‘ ’ .
300000 +.......ccieiiiinn 141 83.4 . 11 ‘ & 9.9
-100,000-299.999............ 609 . 90.8 4 .18.8 ' ‘228
25.000-99999 .............. : 35.4 722 1741 .7
10,000-24999 .............. 28.7 670 . 127 ' 3(9).
2500-9999.........c0ininnn 341 88.7 23.0 -40.5
Under 2.500. . ............. .. 22.1 65.4 144 : 385
Townships: 9000 + ......... 33.2 747 . 193 : 423
Townships: < 9000 ...... el 131 582 .- 135 . 238
Counties ™ : :
. 500000 +.........ci0iannen 327 70.1 . 252 - : 18.’1
2 100.000-499.999............ 298 78.8 20.4 412
: L Under 100,000 . ........ e £ 203 Y 57.0 9.2 363
4 TOtal oeeeee s 293 898 142 27.8

. S, »
sOfficial Use Report data were obtained from the Otfice of Revenue Sharing tape.

-

Source: National Science Foundation, Research Applied to

National Needs, Economic amd"Political Impact of
Genexgfl Revenue Sharing (Washington, D.C.:
U.Sv Government Printing Office, April 1976), P. 34

Vs
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'F%ﬁfookings Study'.

—_— X ”.

" The Brookiﬁ%s Institution has been monitoring

general revenue sharing in 56 local governments, one

» Indian Tribe and .eight states. One oEJective of this

<
s o =

effort is to measure the "net fiscai effect" of general

revenue sharing on the various priority expenditure cate-

B

_gories- This was done.by-comparing the portion Adf revenue

sharing funds allocated to each category with the portion .

of revenue shar;gg funds that was actually spent or

budgeted for new capital fac1lities, for expanded opera-

‘tions and’ for increased pay and benefits.( ) :The estima?#S'."i

of "net fiscal effect" were made by 1ocal anvestigators

'thoroughly famiﬁ:ar with the accounts and budgetsrof'the

communities to which they were assigned.

. ' In analyzing the net fiscai ef?ect of the oﬁerari
revenue sharing allocation by its’samplé jUrisdictions,
Brookings distingnishes three'categorieS'of "new spending™
and five categories of "substitutions". . Depending on how

. the net effects data are ajz:aged, subStitUtioZ% accounted

for 42.5 percent, on an umwsighted basis, and ore than

jurisdictions allocated out of their first three revenue

sharing entitlements (Table 11).

&& . . - : —_—

N a ,

Richard P. Nathan, Allen D. Manvel, Susannah E. Calkins and
‘Associates, Monitoring,Revenue Sharing (Washington, D.C.:
The Brookings Institution, 1975), Chap. 8.

91 T o _79’._
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. two-thirds on a weighted basis, of the'amounts-the_sample \;£>.



® . ) . i
. " Table 11
Mean Percentages of Shared Revenues Allocated by the Local
Sample Jgurisdictions (Brookings Sample), by Type of Net
' (R Fiscal Effect v -
. ) ) []
' - . . . . '?f:
N * T a . -
] 6 . . R . ] ‘ﬁ
o _ nweighted -+ . Weighted -
Net Fiscal Effect ’ Mean Percentage 'Mean Percentage
New'Spending - - _ 57.5 " 31.4°
- New capital - ° ‘ . 46.0 26.5
’Expandéd operations - - ' 10.7 ° 2.9 \
&i. 1 '-~Increased pay:and benefits , ( 0.8 . _ 2.0 //( B
1 sibstitutions , . a2 - 68.6
'\ - Restoration of federal aid . “)" .- 0.3 0 o9
o Tax deductions . 3:5 7.1
<L Tax stabilization L .13.8 - 33.3
' Program maintenance - S 12.6 " J1.8
Avoidance of borrowing ) 9.5 " “14.4
- Iﬁéreaséﬂ fund balance ' . 2.7 ,“ 1.1 )
‘ Other - - . , - 0.1 ' B,
- ,;;:}xe;;\gathan,;Manbel, Ccalkins and Associates, Monitoring
o : . JRevenue Sharing, (Washington, D. C.: The Brookings
BN {.W{ ' Institution, 1975), pp? 193 and 199.
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. . W
+ The unweighted‘mean,.which gives equal weight to '
all jurlsdlctlons regard ess of side, is, in effect, an
accountlng of revenue sh:>\ng dee1s1ons‘ the weighted
mean is an accountlng of how revenue-sharlngrdollars
‘are allocated and therefore gives extra we1ght to the: -
'dec1s1ons made by the- larger jurlsdlctlons By this
‘latter reckonlng, one-third of the revenue sharing d :
5ollars allocated by the quoklngs-monltored local ;' e
fcommun1t1es from the1r first three ent1tlements went for
tax stabili t1on and almost 15 percent,'for borrowing

- : .
ign (avoidance of borrowing). ' T

stabilj

Impacdtlon Public Librartes e

State Revenue Sharlng‘E 3 ’ _— o o

Accordlng to the actual use reports submltted
: to the Treasury, Department, state and local governments
!
.allocated $82.3 million qf‘their"l973-74 revenue sharing

.entitleménts,to public-libraries. Of this amount, $6 3 »

million was allocated by the state governments and $76

mllllon, by counties and: mun1c1pa11t1es (1nclud1ng t ¢

towﬂshrps) _ ~ .3- . - : } '
. . . ) A . . . . . )
., ro . D
Only 7 states reported any revenue sharlng alloca- . '
R |
tlons to public llbrarles, and ‘of the $6 3 million so

'allocated by them, $4.5 million was attributed to North'

-Carollna, Sl_mllllon to Georgia, end inor amounts,‘to
: , y . (.
' ‘Colorado, Hawaii, Minnesot4, Chio and Oklahoma:

W \C ..

>

’ The guestionnaire survex.carried.out as a part of this study

\.‘ ] U R : : N (/ Z'-\

was directed to chief state library officers and elicited ’
ot Y . ’ e ' \A N v
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data on state library‘expenditure by source of finanaing.
Several'additional states,indicated having.expended_'
revénue sharing'funds for public libraries. Missouri,
’héfkkx . f6//example, reported Spending in fiscal 1974, $539
o thousand for state aid to local librariég from revenue
sharing, while the amount of LSCA funds passed on to b
local librariep was reduced by a Similar amount.

Colorado, accordingrto 1ts(GSSﬂkurvey r;;ponse also -
preplaced some LSCA.funds with revenue sharing. Accordingf
to the Brookings.lnstitution-Associate assigned to
lorado,.it'has been-a,Aatter of .policy in Colorado.
tqQ use revenue sharing as a- replacement for reduced
.« categorical grants. Mississippi enacted a new progeram in
..1975, under whichfit started to distribute shared revenue
. in the form of proqect grants for construction,an' rehabil—
htation of public I*Brarv buildings.(l) - B

«®

LocaI\Revenue Sharing ) . :.
)

B , 2}, The $76 millilon of local. shared revenud aAlocated ?_.

\

to public librarie in 1973-74 was 1.8 percent of\the
tétal received by localities for that period (Table 12).
There was considerable interstate variation in %he S
portion of shared r:venue localities’ allocated f

: libraries--from 0. 2 percent J}Indi\/na to 8. 4 percent in ' .
: s ' . )
s Oregon. ]

. v

[N

Tho§Eé;>o states als ranked lowest and highest when -

.
.« v

shated revenue i;/relat to total locﬁl expenditure for public
—e> |

| Mississippi Laws of 1975, H B 1101 ;

. ’, . : S - J A To-g2-"

SR \\ B o 9_1 '-, - o P
Lo o ; K | R B

(1),




- districts, the library revenue.sharingvallocation rela-

libraries--0.6 and 44.5 percent, reepectiyely, compared to a
i _ : =

national average oﬁ\zf8'percent. Significantly, in Ve
Ir a and Ohio, where local libraries are administered
N ',_/ R . ) " ’

.. T —
predominantly by special_library districts and by school *

tive to library expenditure was far the smallest--0.6

percent .in Indiana and 2.0 percent in Ohio. Special districts

3

and school districts are not eligible ‘recipients of shared

Y % - ,
revenue, so that in Indiana-and_Ohio;-and'to_some_e¥ten%‘
~ ’ ' R

in Migssouri, libraries must depend on local governments -
to which they have no political attachment to get a

A Y
 piecé of the revenue sharing action. . PO ‘v

As has been noted, the actual use allocations

A} [ -/
A4 ' .- . .
. } .
N .
.

tell little about the real impact of revenue sharing

B

~on libraries--or on any local function, for that matter.

' .
, ~library shared revenue to library e

The data in Tabl 12, hA&ever, do provide some 1ntu1t1ve
1nd1catlon that there mrst'have been con51derable re-J

placement of locally raised funds py shared revenue in
the library field. For example, the average 7.8 percent

- » b . L. .
relationship of revenue sharing to. local library expendi-

-ture comes close to recent average annual:ijpgreases in
. . \ ) . ’ : v . ~
.totalilbcal_library expenditure. , In 21 stgtes, the, i&*

diture ‘is more
, 1 . N » L] Y‘ . (.. . .' v
than 10 percent and in seven of them, e ratio exceeds:

20 percent:f It is hardly iikely—that 1Norayy expenditure

.from thelr own revea:iﬁj}urces. S ey
- 3 ‘ i ) ., -83- '
, : g=¢ : _
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: Table - 12

Local General Regenue sharing Allocated for local Public

Library Expeffitures, by State and Region 1973-74

-
. -

‘Pexcent of

{"' .

" Local Library ]

i Percent el
) : - a'/ Amount | ° local Librar Expendi ture
*-—S#ate and Regi ($000) of é‘;{’s“l Expenditure o ($000)
United States $76,020 1.8 7.8 $971,873
New England: . ‘
_ Maine 394 " 1.7 3 - 3,487
“e _ Mow Hampshire 185 1.7 . 6.9 - 2,688
. . Vermont 213 1.8 14.2 1,500
P\ﬂ Massachusetts 2,738 2.2 6.8 40,472
. fthode Tsland 151 ° 0.7 4.0° 3,757
Connccticut < 1,507, 2.6 6.6 22,946
- ‘Mideast’ : )
'_ Noew York ~ /ﬂgh 1.9 6.1 157,431
New Jersey - 1,341 0.9 2.5 7 53,025
Fennsylvania 7,521 3.6 20.6 .36,465
shelaware (- 473 -._4.0 42.5 1,112
sMaryland < 2,043 2.0 7.4 27,122
: rthat Lakes: .
. Michigan . 2,549 1.5 6.1 42,020
.Ohio . 1,228 . 0.7 ‘ 2.0 60,993
. Indiana « ° s 157 0.2 0.6 27,706
5 : 11Tnot P -~ 2,388 1.2 4.8 50,267
4 . Aisconsin - 2,682 2.4 11.4 33,432
Plains: ! * - » : :
Minnesota .- .. 1,250 1.5 6.5 19,103
Towa 1 847 1.7 _® 9.0 9,374
Missouri’ A . 612 0.8 3.8 16,000
~ North Dakofa [ 140 0.8 8.5 . 1,638 - ‘
, fouth Dakot® | 7 . 140 0.9 5.8 " - 2,39
tebraska - 493 1.6 L 10.3v 4,767
Kansas /\/ T4n 1.3 5.8 .8, 366
Southoaﬁ%: - : , - * g e
_#irginia : 1,643 2.2 8.1 - 20,221
west Virginia 794 2.4 30.0 | 2,660
*Kentucky 1,060 1.7 15.2 / 5,522
Taunessee 2,380 2.7 23.1 R ¥0,320 .
" North Caroline 2,865 2.7 27.8 - 10,304
i , S‘o_uch Carolina . 1,029 2.0 17.1 6,002 _
N Geovyia  © " 464 0.6 4.2 11,018
) s'lorida . 1,148 1.1 5.6 20,386
1 *Alabama - 1,521 2.1 18.5 8,189
: [ feissippl — ¢ ] 631 1.0 9.2 - 6,879
Louisiana 1,618 1.8 12.2 13,278
.I\rka'nsas T 775 1.9 B *18.2 v . 4,265 - T
N Southwest: 4 .
A ) "()k]ahoma' - 465 1.0 .8 ¢ 7,955 -
3. - . Texas 4,888 2.4 ~ w17.4 28 4094
o . New Mcxico 383 1.7 ‘ - 14.9 2,567
, ) sArizona ' ~s, 1.6 \_\/ 8.3 8,787
' c- Rocky? Mountain: * o . ¥
Moiitana - y 635 4.3 24.6 2,574 -
»o . 1daho D 7 202 1.3 . 8.2 2,460
Wyoming 207 3.2 . 10.9 1,895
+Colorado . 608 1.3 5.5" 11,028 Ve
Otah ~ 752 2.5 12.0 6‘,;'9'5_'5
Far Wost: . '
sWashington 1,810 3.5 . » 7.7 ' 23,281
i reqon N 3,571 8.4 44.5 B 8,019
PR ¢ - Nevada 87 0.8 7.0 2,177
' _California - 6i464 W6+ 5.2 124,011
shlashd N . 223 _ 4.6 ©15.9 ' 1,399 .
“Hawaii : . 7 To - -
— - — -
\Source. - nts- from d tape of official use reports, 1973-74. Library-expenditure .
o D data from GSS survely, except.for states marked with.an asterisk (*) for which data -84-
were obtadined fromfthe Governmenth pivision, Bureau of the Census, o
Q . S ) . . . M
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‘ In'reSponse to the GSS survey, a‘number of states

.have prov1ded data on the real dispos1tion of . shared T o o

2/7 revenue for libraries.KLReporting on all shared revenue

allocated’to libraries through March 1974, Massachusetts

. . 4 . . . .
n_oted: ot : . . : - - ‘ -

"Revenue sharing monies benefitted only qixty-seven$
of the public libraries. Of,&hose Sixty~seven
' libraries which reported receiVing funds, almost ’
fifty percent indicated that this money wés merely ' o -
/i used to replace previous local_support."(l)

According‘lo a Pennsylvania report, of $16 6 million -~ T

. )

'é;shared revenue allocated. tb libraries from the inception
of the prbgram through fiscal year 1974, $10.8.millionf-
almoSt two thirds--replaced local funds. The-record for'
.1975 in Pennsylvania, however, appears considerably better--'

about three-fourths of the shared revenue allocated to

109 libraries was considered to be "new monies." :

'The number of libraries to which shared revenue is

~allocated is also indicative of the impact. A 1974 |
survey of the American Library‘Association'indicated that
only l,3?0 libraries (14 percent of a'total of 9,478) had
" “(2)

received some revenue sharing fundsT In terms of

g

M

Massachusetts Bureau of Library Extension, "Revenue Sharing in :
Massachusetts Public Libraries, . Publication No. 6979, June 21, 1974.

Statement of Eileen D. Cook, Associate Executive Director,
American Library Assoc1ation, before the Subcommittee on Labor-
HEW Appropriations of the House Appropriations Committee, 3/20/75.

(2)
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. 'reciplent governments, 167 mun1c1pa11ties w1xh 1970 ° o
‘' '{*‘ T , .lu -
Ly populations of 50 000 and over (about one-third of the

< total number in thls gize c1assT—reported“allocattn -wn—m_f—fr

_'.'some shared revenue to librarles, 101 count1es w1th ) .
B : . e
L ' .populatxons of more than 100, 000 (also about one-third

. h of the 312 in thls slze class) reported allocatlng some

‘.

wF
I

sharedérevenue to llbrarres.(l) ' o .
. - *“i.- K ' * . . - N

'Impact on Current Opera\;on and Ma1ntenance ’ o f,’

‘To quantlfy the actual 1mpact.of revenue sharlng on

publlc llbrary flnances requlres analy21ng data for
- . | -
}

. _ : _1nd1v1dual commun1t1es that prov1de llbrary serv1ces. _Aéj_f ;
prev1ously descrlbed,'a falrly accurate estlmate of 1mpact

can be developed in - regard to operatlon and malntenance

.

expenses by/comparlng actual llbrary operat1ng expendltures.

v

for 1972 w1th such expend1tures—for 1974 To the extent
o, ’that the two-year 1ncrease 1n such expendlture was above

normal for any partlcular communlty, the 1ncremental galn

can be attrlbuted to revenue sharlng.(z) The analy31s must

be limited to operat1ng expenses (1 €.s excluding capltal
'outlay) to avold erratlc changes caused by'cap:Ltal-expend:L--,f'_;'~

tures. Moreover, shared revenue amounts allocated to
capital outlay in any partlcular flscal year are not RERTRY

= S SR o
necessarlly expended durlng that year.u‘_' o ﬁf

e

5 A - N LT e

¢
i

(1)From ORS Actual Use dataxtape for 1973-74

(Z)See earller section of thlS chapter for a fuller' '
description of methodology s SRR -86-

B .
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wo d requlre applylng th1s klnd of analys1s to éVery. one_

the 39 000 local rec1p1ents of general reVenue sharlng T

j Ul

,funds -- an’ ndertaklng that 1s beyond the: scope of tth - o . ,.

study screenlng procedure used in thls study 1dfnt;f1ed 51

By

e

. allocat*d substant1al port1ons of the1r 1973 74 entlt'ements S

' to llbrary operatlon and maintenance. Collectlvelyl_these

t

'ments (Tablesil3 and 14) \ - - ‘i/

- : T . K
Nationally, current operatlon expendlture of ocal

vernment for publlc llbrarles rose 20.2 percent_between

/1971~ 72'an 197374 -- an aVerage annual 1ncrease'of about

| 10 perCent/( ) Thus, 20 percent was used as the ‘normal"
S ’ T
increase %n llbrary operatlon expendlture for the tﬁo-year ./)/)/(f )
. ‘ «\ é{ , / )
' period. &he "GRS effect" gures in the last column of -

e

Coen . / ) . " ‘,/
. . l | oo / . . . ‘ .

kY ’/
N : _
(1) Based?on publlshed Census data in Governmental Finances
in 1974 and 1972 Cenéus of: Governments,. Vol. 4, No. 5.
- .Unpublished capital outLay figures for those years were : N
,drawn from Census rec >rds and deducted «from publlshed totals
to arrive at "current operatlon expenditure." :

v

T J///* AR o
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* . Table 13 < -0 .

T < A General Revenée sharing, (GRS) Allocated for Public’ lerax’y _ ) \
. . . . Operation and Maintenance (O&M) in Rélation to Local ’, .

] T . Library Expenditure for Current, _Opération;,Selected o
e . Y egamd-Counties, 19932974, with . . .
. / ' 197? 1972 Expenditur@ Comparlson ‘ "_t : .

¢

] R : = \, ' " Bxpendxture for Library Current . !
f ) .| GRS Allocated to L.'L‘brary‘ O&M, 11973274 e Operation . . , .
- 's'of 1973-74 N % Increase or - .Estimated GRS Ef_fect' <
.. A of GRS’ | Library osM | Amgunt (5000) Decreass feboope iR SO BN RRp RIS |
. | Amount. Allocation E‘.{(pe'ndituzie 197394 1gu- ’,..wfﬁﬁéﬁ?d . (s000) - . MR
Jurisdiction (s000) | : | ' v : ) : '
R o @ | (5 - " (6) . (7)
Municipalities: K : ) : "
*Los Angeles, Cal. |. 3411 0.6l 13,212 |~ 29.8 - 341 .
Philadelphia, Pa. 2,603 5.1 9,849 |. 13.2 | - .
*Baltimore City, Md. . 410 1.2 6,299 -4.2 : - L,
Milwaukee, Wis. 1,070 5.4 5,054 © 1.0 - )
*Phoenix, Ariz. /1268 2.6, 1,968 47.7 - 268
Seattle, Wash. ¥ o26? | 977 3,815 23.8, 146
Spokane, Wash, 2513, | ;‘ 9,73 25.6 " 979 | 999 - - -1.0 . - .
"sLittle Rock, Ark. Co1s0d | 7.34 " - 40,7 | 369 | . 313 ,o17.9 |, -
smithtown, N. Y. 81 9.1 | 1.0 738 703 T 5.0 . -,
Pasadena, Cal. 123 | 1.2 ¢ o8 .| 1,527 1,270 - 20,2 - ~ 5
Cedar Rapids, Ia. 87 T 13.8 T e21.2 at0| are | 16 | - 4 - :
Duluth, Minn. G 3 g2 . 10.9 558 368 s1.6 . 61"
Cambridge, Mass. |° 228" 7.7 - - 28.2° Bog | s97 v 35.5 \ 93
Woodbr idge, N. J. 154 10.1 : 15.5 992 | 818 T 21.3 1R . 10
Arlington, Tex. 173 207 |- 347 | a4 | 383 ° 30.0 - ¢
Pasadena, Tex.' 73 8.5 v 329 - 222 | 186 - 19.4 : - '
Quincy, Mass. EZE " 8.5 1 . 43.6 555 690 - ~20.4. - )
Reading, Pa. 206 9.4 . 64.5 BECY R 18.1 . - C
*Bugene, Ore. . |  15%, 4.2°" 1619 aas | 322 8.2 . 59 ¢
Salem, Ore. , e [ s.8 36.6 404 | . 220’ '83.6 . 140 . . L
‘New '!:riér Twp, T11. 13 14.7 - 100.0 137 == N.C. |, - 13 )
Ontario, Cal. 46 6.5 11.0 417 C 368 o133 " -
High Point, N. C. 356 15.3 121.5 < 293 242 21.1 3
Bellevue, Wash. 290 55.3 83.8 ° 346 318 8.8 * -
Gadsden, Ala. . - 168 . 8.5 91.3 ‘184 | © 169 8.9 -
Brookline, Mass.s | 93 C a3 ©10.7 866 735 17.8 - L s
Arlington, Mass. . 162 9.3 130.7 . 527 amn |, 11.9 ' T
_West Haven, Comn. . 242 L 21.3 100.0 242 | 215 " 12.6 . S
Shaumberg Twp., T11.1 . 35 ‘ 26.2 100.60 Ty -- N.c. . .35
Subtotal, . 8,415 . xx;(x ¢ 14.2 1 | 59,318 50’2.,_,,0 .18.0 12100
Municipalities . : . . . 2 _
- L - : 0.
o /\J : 100 ' " Zgg8-~
v, '.‘ ' . . , ‘ ,- . ‘
. / ' w " , o . ,
. " .'» - .
\) ' ‘ o R . ‘ ‘ T ‘, . ¥ I... o
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4
i ' S ) ‘
. * . . it . - ot * ' ’
~ . , Table 13 (Cont:nued) 3
B N . | B ] |
) ) R « Expendl.ture for Library Current P
. . : . G sAllocated to L_sl:u:ar\://)&Mf 1973-74 : * opesation ' \ . %
o N ' . - =~ . i, - . .)’
z uuxivsu Cfiun‘ v !,' R O S ~—1—-—‘—0£ L913——7-4 e s -A_-m...._.__.\__lncteasg_ar_~ ,-t..-—-.Estimatadr»GRS‘;-Ef&cp--w -
I‘ < amount <4 of GRS Library O&M Amount | ($000) Decrease (=) on Library O&M Expenditure.
. < | Usoow) | Arlecation - Expendxture 1973-74  1971-72 1972 - 1974 {$000)
Counties (1) 7(2) . (3) (4) (%) (6) 7.
Allegq;eny, Pa. 12,185 ©14.9 . 1lo0l.2 2,180 2,000 80 -
Rrie,]n. Y. 16,204 o332 T 82.0 . 7,569 [ 5,993 1 26,3 377
Tarrant, Tex. © 159 6.0 © 86.9° - 183 181 o : 1.1 . -
b : . . .
. Mul omah Oreg. 3,018 34.5 100.0 3,018 2,872 .4, 5.1 . -
*.|" onondaga, N. V. 580 | 8.8  85.3 .680 |. 65 4 - 946.2 - T 524
Gene{asee, M).ch I 2T : 8.4° 653° 574 .| . 13.8 o B - Y.
New f:astle, pel. .- 3g2 © 6.5 "79.3 482 {290 - 66.2 . 134
landagtex, Pa. ' 194 |, 8.4 111.5 174 | © 137 LR 10,
Erie, Pa. ’ . 190 12,1 . N 106.1 " 179 132 35.6 . 21
1 ik . » . .
Ingham, Mich. | 100 " 6.l 39.8 " o251 | esd * -1.2 ' - R
Washtenaw, Mich. 120 . 11.3 ' 70.2 ) v 1l 186 -9l -
"caq‘d_o, La. ' 75 , 13.0. 19.4 % 386 416 -7.2 . i - '
Dauphin, Pa. . 100 6.2 ' [ a7 109 | 65 T é1.6 Y )
: Forsfeh, N. C. 584 161 ¢ el | 972 | 737 3109 R
! Cambria, Pa. 231 16.0 M T T1opoor ] 231 260 ST -
Jackson, Mich. -2 | w7 |0 333 | 216 ] 104 65.4 92 v .
‘| Blgir, Pa. . ¢ 50717 7.7 76.9 65 42 54.8 ‘ - 15 , .
. Butler, Pa. -’ , .- T 38 5.6 131.0 29 26 — 11.5 -
’ bl - . - - Ce ‘« -
. Tuscaloosa, Ala. 175 | - 11.8 i 82.2; 213 134 59.0 T 52
*Harford County, Md. 315 19.6 100.0 315 243 - - 30.2 25
Prince William, Va. : 2987 13.4° 98.3 303 213 42.3. 46
/Anderson, s. C. ] 61 - 9.0 - 30.0 703 206 -1.5 -
Subtotal,* Counties | 15,206 XXXX ©8l1.7 18,622' | 15,131° 231 - 1,415
TOTAL 23,621 | - xxxx | ' 30.3° 771‘940 65, 401 19.2 2,625
v T
" NOTE: Munj ipalities and counties ‘éré listed in population-size order. Jurisdictions marked with an asterisk (*)
aref taken from the Brookings' sample. - : \ ' '
! N.C. ~-- NPt computed. ~ . ' . ' .
! Los Angeles aliocated $647 thousand (l.1% of its total entxtlement) to libraries, of which $306 thousand was for
capital outhy . .
; 2Seattle'allocated $28l1 thousand (10.2% of its wtél entitlement) to libraries, of $15 thousand was for capital outlay.
| 3Spokan.e allocated $266'thousand (10.3% of its total entitlement) to libraries, of which $15 thousand was for capital outlay.
4thtle Rock allocated $250 thousand (12.2% of its total entitlement) to lxbrarles, of .which $100 thousand was for
| capxtal outlay. . 3 - .
i . . . . . N . T [
4 5Duluth allqcated $96 thousand (6.1% of its total entitlement) to libraries, of which $35 thousand-was for capital
i . - outlay, . - S,
! ta - .
f 6!E:ugene allocated $107 thousand (5.9% of its total ent).tlement) to libraries‘, of which 552 thousand was for capital
/‘ outlay. ” ! .
/ . . te B
7Gr:ant for library purposes to municipdlities located within the township area.
o . . M
8GeneSSee County allocated 5103 thousand (9.9% of .its total ent).tlement) to* l).bran.cs, of which 548 thousand was for
‘capital outlay. . 7. . P . : -
¢ oo, Lo ‘ .
9I»’rxnr:e William County allocated 35488 thousand (22.0% of its total ‘entitlement) to libraries, of which $190 thousand
was for capitat outlay. o
SOURCE; Revenue shaz’ing data from official use dita tape. Library operation expendlture data from unpublished
B data made available by the Governments Division, Bureau of the Census. -g9_ °
- . ‘ .
~ ) N
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The data for the 51 jurlsdlctlons/llsted in Table l3 S
. iy? ‘ - s
) * show clearly the substltutlon effect of revenue sharlng

Only $l 210 thousand -- less than 15 bercent of revenue

shar1ng allocated to llbrary operatlon and ma1ntenance ;.h3 B
s ' 1 : :
! ' by)the 29 mun1¢1pallt1es in our sample actually went for SR
L. ) _‘( — X ) . L
1ncreased expéndlture The 22 countles in- our sample _

LI .\ o

allocated $15.2 mllllon fgr llbrary,operatlons (about

two -thirds of the $23 mllllon so alﬁocated by all '

r*'

_count1es, but only $l 415 thousand (9. 3 perceht) went for
\ ) 1ncreased spendlng For all 51 mun1c1pa11t1es and countles

analyzed 1n Table 13: only $2 6 mllllon could be attrlbuted

v i

' to 1ncreased llbrary operatlon and ma1ntenance exp i- -

e L

ture :- onlyl&.percent of the $23 6 mllllon of the revenue(

"sharing entltlements,alfocated by,those:governméntS'to
library operationfand_maintenance expenditure.’ The remaining

)
-

' Nizl million simply offset'local~(or‘state°and federal) =
) ' . o . 3 : . - :
unds that might otherwise.have'gone to- library operations.:

\

The most obV1ous cases of substltutlon are thosg communltles,'

s A

,1nclud1ng almost all.of the count1es,.where the revenue

v

sharlng allocatlon for llbrary operatlons was a tremendous

vy\

v
L

L 4

portlon of.llbrary operation e pend1ture for 1974. ' In nine - -

.‘,T'/ ’ . -91-‘




- . R . . . . - . . RO .
o 8 3 ' / L. . : -
e . “ -

of the communltles the revenue sharlng allocatlon actually A
* -- . -~ N
equd&led or exceeded current operatlon expendlture for 1974

yet Only in ngh P01nt, North Carollna, Harford County,_ . ’

Ma:yland and ﬁrle ahd Lancaster Countles, Pennsylvanla was e
¢ . .

here any apparent 1ncrease 1n llbrary operatlon-expendlture -
. ' 1)
"”.and the 1ncreases were m1n1mal.( !

2 . - - I

° .

e The two 1111n01s townshlps in Ta\T\)l3 (Shaumberg and A

o

. New Trref) do not themselves operate 11brar1es -Instead, ' Y

they chose to share substantlal portlons of their shared

»

:revenue entltlements w1th mun1c1pa1 llbrarles located w1th1n

,. . )
their: gepgraphlc boundar1eaf==§$ﬁpmber of other townshlps f o ‘
'ln Illinois have used port;ons of thelr subsequent entltle-

ments (5th§ 6th and 7th entitlements) in-a s1m11ar manner .

Y

\
Some, 11ke Worth Townshlp (1n the Chicago metropolltan area), '

(2)

'dlstrlbute shared revenue to llbrarles on a per: caplta bas1s
ToWnshlps obtalned broadened spendlng/authorlty from the '

IllanlS leg;slatlve to enable them to do this. .
. . L] [}

v ' - * N

} v

(1|En four Pennsylvania counties, the amount of shared revenue
allocated to library operation. and maintenance, exceeded th&
amount of--library O & M expenditure reported by Census for.
1973-74 because the two amounts relate to different fiscal : .
periods. Whilé ‘the shared revenue amounts are for the perlod .J N
July 1, 1973-June 30, 1974, the expenditure amount's in those
Jcountles are for thelr fiscal periods that correspgnd to the

‘calendar. year 1973 (i.e., ending Dec. 31, 1973). 1In the :

. 1 “‘case of High Point, North Carolina, whlch ‘has a’July 1, 1973- . ..
June 30; 1974 fiscal year (corresponding to the shared o -
;revenue fiscal period), wWe can only conclude that only a .
~portion. of the $356 thousand réported as-allocated, for llbrary
-0 & M was actually spent for that purpose (some may have
been spent for capital outlay) .

"N s

. ~ : N
Suburban L1brary System News (Burr Ridge, Ill. 60521), -
Vol. 10, No. 4, May 1976. - o )

©(2)

L

- ...’ . . 103,~ " _92_ / ‘?,
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The 51 mun1c1pa11t1es covered by. th1s analysis gre
r
among the larger ones .-- mun1c1pa11t1es and townshlps w1th
populatlons over 50 000, and count1es, over 100,000. 1"

The extent to which-the’ la;qest commun1t1es tend to substi-
o tute revenue shar1ng funds for their own reVenue sources is

C-

: - .
. ~ no 1nd1catlon of the s1tuatlonJJ;sma11er communltles. It

Q' is generally the 1arge'c1t1es and count1es that face fiscal
problems, and the more critical the s1tuatlon” the mpre

‘ 11ke1y that revenue sharlng 'is absorbed into the commun1ty 'S

)
budget. Still, as has been noted, the 51 mun1c1pa}1t1es and

counties on our sample account for about half of the shared .

]

'reﬁgnﬁe allocated to library operatlon and ma1ntenance expendrf

)

. ture. - B c e - '
» e SR . . o
.The Brookings Study .provides some corroﬁoratiOn of
© 2 : our f1nd1ngs in regard to the extensive suhstltutlon effect )
of«shared revenue allocated‘toillbrary operatlon and -
'\\ . malntenance‘expendlture. ‘ _','- | . | ‘
. "
. * . - . ‘
- .
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Only 18 of ‘the localities in .the Brookings sample
| RO ' . .
1nd1cated.that they allocated some of their 1974 (4th . ..

entitlement) 5£venue shar1ng funds to libraries, and of

these, nine of the 1arger communltles said they used _ g

substantlal amounts for that purpose (1) of those nine,; .

: only two - Phoenlx and Eugene - actually reported any .

"net fiscal- effect", as def1ned abOVe, from revenue sharing

and only Phoenix showed a 1arger net fiscal effect than

; its actual use percentage (?able 15)." Although Harford
. \ N
County, Maryland appears to have used some of its revenue .

vsharlng funds for 11brary c0nstructlon, according - to : v
the Broo%ings study, the amount 1t reported in~1ts actual

use report went to,pmlntaln 1ts current service level

o . - L : . .

, s Jackspnville, Florida is. an interesting case. 1In its
¢ \
actual use report for 1973-74 it reported allocatlng all

-~ ]

~of its revenue shar1ng ($( 2, mllllon) éb cap1ta1 outlay,
. 1nc1ud1ng only $500 for publlc 11brar1es (According to.
d ‘
the Brooklngs researcher, howeVer, Jacksonville allocated

$858 thousand to 11brary cap1ta1 outlay - about 20 percent

.of 1ts 1973-74 ent1tlement ) Apparently Jacksonville's
- T municipal electric plant,ordinarily derives sufficient

net income from its operations to contribyte substantial

/ - .

' * amounts to the’ city's operatlng budget. Howevér, because

-

of'f‘: tremendous 1ncrease in the cost of fuel (the 1974 '/)'

(1)

See earlier sectlon for a descr1ptlon of the grooklngs
-methodology. . ] : \

, 105 '- |
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T . Table 15 - A
S _Comparison -of Revenue Sharing Allocations to Libraries '
o PRI (Actual Use Reports) .and New Spending for. Libraries from -
. ~ Revenue ‘Sharirig (Net Fiscal Effect Brookimngs Field S
’ Reseagch Estimates), 1973-1974, 9 Communities . - -
' Actual Use. o Brookings Net'Fiscal‘v_ . - N
- . Community Percentage Effect Percentage - R
. [y . : - - : .
* : : . ) . . N N f !
Phoenix, Ariz. L 2.6%: 4.7% T ¢
Little Rock, Ark. © 12,2 o -
‘LOS‘Angeles,/Calif. 1.1, . f L=
‘Jacksonville, Fla. 20.5 B )
;:Baton Rouge, La. - 4.7 e -?“
' Baltimore Tity, Md. © 1.2 | --
a ‘Harford County, Md...  19.6 * ) ‘
Hamilton County, Ohio 11.0 ==
' _Eugéqé, Ore. T 5.8 - s 3.1
\. .

*AlL new capital expenditure fromi revenue gharing, but no breakdown
available. Some of the capital outlay reported for fis€tal 1974 .’
. €537 thousand) was for libraries. It should be noted, however, that
. the amount reported as being allocated for libraries on the-.actual *

use report ($315 thousand), was purportedly for operation and

‘maintenance. * . -

’ -

, Source: The Brookingg Institution, unpublished data from the revenue
sharing monitoring project. ' ’ :

¢

»..‘ ) *
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energy crunch), the contrlbut;On was reduced drastlcally.

To offset thls revenue.. loss,.the entire $858 thousand of

¢

general revenue sharlng'was used for the general dperating

budget. Th1s, of course, is an example of .how a communléﬁsﬁ

~

iiced w1th ‘a f1scal CrlSlS can use general revenue s?arlng

" “to help aVert d1saster.' o co

¢

A N ~ . . < . ~ . .
f“ SlX‘Of the commukltles llsted in Table 13 are also
nncluded on the Brboklngs sample (see Table 14).(k) As has

- been noted,‘accordlng to the: Brpoklngs analysls, only S

,.Phoenlx and Eugene eV1denced a net f1scal effect for

BN . 1

llbrarles._ Our analysls 1s c0ns1stent w1th those f1nd1ngs~
the entlre $268~thousand allocated by Phoenlx appears to haVe
gone for lncreased_llbrary operatlon and malntenanqe

| expenditure, as didk-a portlon of - Eugene s allocatlon.

HoweVer, unllke the Brooklngs analysis, ‘ours 1nd1cated that

the small amount of Los Angeles allocatlon fozéfjgrary

operatlons and part of Harford County s, also nt. to

r 2

increa'se, those communltles current expendlture for
llbrarles. In all, almost half oﬁ the total allocated by

the Six Brooklngs commun1t1es to lxbrary operatlon and

ma1ntenance appears to - have been devoted to expandlng %

(2) .

(l)These six communltles are identified in Tablejl3 with an

asterisk (*). Three communities are omftted from Table 13"

because they®dllocated revenue sharing for library capital-
oftlay, according to their official use reports --

,Jacksonv1lle, Baton Rouge and Hamilton COunty.

llbrary operatlons.

o

- (2)

One mlght conjecture that thé mere fact a community is
"monitored by Brookings makes' the community leadership
part1cularly resporisive to service needs and .prone to use
more of their revenue sharing entitlements for enhancement.

- > R ]()7
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Impact on capital outlay ' .

» -

-~

"o .. About'40.percent of the $76 millionoshared revenue allocated

e llbrarles in 1973-74 -- $30.5 mllllon -+ was deslgnated for:

- -f7~cap1tal outlay " (see Tablel4) How much o{\thls actually went
’

for the constructlon of new fac111t1es and the purchaSe of .

) ' . . ’

 hew equipment that would not have been .acquired otherwise?.
- : N - e

4

How much was used to avoid borrowing?

Available data differ considérably on the extent'that

o shared revenue is used’to avoid borrowing. Treasury - |

’ f1gures indicate a rather high degree of such use; the . |
' M1chlgan study th Brooklngs, a much lower one. It w1ll be
.recalled'that, of 13,000 responses to the debt-question‘_'
‘in the official use reports, 84 percent indicated revenue

FE shar1ng enabled them to av01d some borrowing. Thls uas

converted by the M1ch1gan study to a welghted 27.8 percent

i

of total shared revenue, in contrast to- a we1ghted 14.2
.P
~ percent found by the M1ch1gan/§tudy (see Table 10). The
Brooklngs study estlmated a welghted 14.9 percent for

. borrow1ng av01dance~(see Table 11), but this was heavily Lt

affected by New York City (which did not repo;t ‘any .alloca-
t A\

tion of shared revenue for llbrarles)

] .

1]
9 -, - ¢
. <7 ¢

Applylng a conservatlve 15 percent to the total

» ’

allecation for llbrarles ($76 mlllloﬁ) "would 1nd1cate that .-

$10 to $11 mllllon was used to avoid borrowing., \?hls is

- -

¢

™~ ~—
. . ‘about one-th1rd of the $30 5. mllllon shared retenge allocated

-

to llbrarles for capital outlay.
’ R §

. | 108 Ks ‘. </7 - -97-
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| Accordlng to unpubllshed Bureau of the Census data,
logal governments spent about '$120 mllllon for llbrary
'capital outlay in 1973-74, three-fourths of which was
for new c0nstructlon ".(about $90 million). qndoubtedly‘
‘some portion af the $90 m:i:llion' for library facilities
was f1nanced by borrow1ng, but no data are readlly
,:avallable spec1f1cally on borrow1ng for llbrary
construction. ¢ 3 S RS o

o . o o C .

~‘\}\ Municipalities applied $18.1 milflon,.or 44.5

v y 2

percent of their'library shared revenue, to capital out-
lay, countles,applled $12 4 mxlllon, or 35 2 percent of

the1r llbrary shared revenue to capital outlay (Table 16) .

-

X
It is’ safe to assume that the°smallest mun1c1pa11t1es and |
count;es would have used the amounts allocated for capital
butlaJ to purchase eun.pment and to do\%ome major repaJ.r
~:work in establlshed library buildings. Indeed,glt is the
smaller communitles that allocated the'laréest proportion'
of thelr library shared'revenue for capital outlay.
nic1pa11t1es with less than 25, 000 populatlon allocated
.54 4 pprcent ($716 mllllon) to outlays, compared ‘with
44, 5 percent for all. mun1c1pa11t1es. Cbuntles 1n the same
size class allocated 57.2 percent ($2 9 mllllon) to outlay,
compared with 3§/ﬂ1percent for all count1es.';- /

109
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: ‘ Table 16

o . ~ General Revenue Sharing Alucated to Public Libraries
' by lecal Goveraments, g Population Size Class, 1973-1974

i

4

o ' et ,
i . Municipalities (including Townships) Countig
POPU_:‘:;’;;(;“ SLZE * 1 (RS allocated | Percents of ’ l‘qrcvn[ “lereent GRS allocated | Percent & Petcent | Percent )
> to libraries . tetal GRS | for | for to libraries | total GRS| | for for
($000)- allpcation | capital | operation ¢ {8000) ‘allocati‘on capital | operation
’ - outlay | ond main- - putlay |and main~
, | | tenance . . tenance
 less than 2,500 51,969 113 Tgg Lol . | s 0 "] 41 69.6 0.4
2,500 - 4,999 P13 9.0 ) Sl 45 - 25 8.6 j B3.4 1 166
. , | .
C b 5,000 - 9,999 S KI LR 2.8 | 529 | 4l 881 st | 450 | s
4| o2 0 1 89 | 6 | 41d 3,920 5.0 | s | a2l
L I :

" less than 25,000 13995 | %4 | skt | 45 5,102 Sl | a2 | A
25,000 - 49,999 5,352 6.3 L5 | s | 2 RN TR TN
50,000, - 99,999 6,703 62 | 464 | 536 3,693 5.4 51,5 48,5
100,000 - 249,999 .. 1,762 16| 620 | 380 A |12 53,0 | 46.8
250,000 - 499,999 2,061 1y | sy | o) L2845 1.2 2.7 %.3
500,000 - 999,999 3,845 2.0 20,5 | 79.5 5499 | 6.6 3.0 | 69.0

1,000,000 and over - 3,856 2.2 29 | 92 STV RN B Y S R /2 B 1 N
Total owsm I IR TR AN | 60| B2 | 6

© NOTE: Covers only those municipalities, townships and counties that allocated some of their GRS funds to pifblic libraries:
: o ‘ ‘

110 1/ % Less than 0.05 percent. , o o o | o 111

T Source: Computer printout of Treasury Actual-Use data for Fourth Entitlement (1973-74). )

[




.
v ﬂ-
Most or all of the $10.5 million allocated to capltal outlaytw

°

mun1c1pa11t1es and count1es w1th fewer than 25, 000 1nhab1tants
can be considered as new spend1ng ratheér than for borrow1ng
h_av01dance._ Few places below 25 000 populatlon borrow, . |
~and when they do, they borrow small sums from the1r local
.

bankers. They seldom issue bonds ontﬂuamoney markets.

" The fact is, of all mun1c1pal 1ndebtedness outstand1ng

- in 1972 ($52 6 billion) only about 20 percent "had beer -

1ssued by the numerous mun1c1pa11t1es of less than 25, 000

populatlon (over 95 percent of all munlclpalltles have . T e //:
fewer than 25, 000 1nhab1tants)(1) of all county 1ndebtedness ‘
outstand1ng in 1972 ($l4 bllllOn) OnlyrG .7 percent had

‘been issued by. countles w1th fewer than 25, 000 1nhab1tants
(three-flfths of . all count1es have fewer than 25 OQO in-": . ~

'habltants) (2) » - ' = -

‘ -

The $10—ll million we est1mate as subst1tut1ng for
debt 1ssuance would, then, be attrlbuted to the $2o mllllon

- 0of shared revenue that was applied to cap1tal outlay by
the largerkmun1c1pa11tres and counties (those'over 25,000
population) It is reasonable to assume that th1s occurred

in a cred1t crunch s1tuatlon that the municipal bornd. market

experlenced during 1973-75 along with the rest of the economy,

(l)U S. Bureau of the Census, 1975 Census of Governments
Vol. 4, No. 4, pp. 36-37. ;g
ents,

U.S. Bur au of the Census, 1972 Census of Gover
Vol. 4, NKo. 3, p. 21.

o 112 © 100-
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This tendency was‘undoubtedly'fortified in the library

area, where Federal construction,funds under Title,II\
. of LSCA dried up completely after 1973. B

Ty . L | . ) | |

o Conclusions

-

dur'analysis of the data leads to the conclusion

'.that no more than one-third to one- -half of the $76 million
. . -

- allocated bygmunicipalitieé and counties to ppblic

libraries resulted in increased library expenditure. In

. .manygplaces revenue sharing>funds undoubtedly.resulted in

. the avoidance of serv1ce cut-backs that might have been -

' forced in the absence of such funds. ,Some of ' the .larger

communities were able to acquire planned hew-facilities '®

without having;to borrow'at excessive interest rates.
SR Despite the significant substitutional effects, however, revenue
//‘sharing has helped Iibrariesv- a?/ indeed, it has helped local gover1
Sy - ments generally - to weather a period of fiscal. difficulty.. It
is Significant that'shared revenue allocated to the'public-

vlibrary functionfin 1973- 74 was. almost 8 percent of that year's *

A -

2

» total local expenditure for that purpose - and in many states~

the percentage was cons1derably higher.

13 .
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Thls f1nd1ng is not- as surpr1s1ng as 1t appears. 'The}

library functlon is rather loijlthe prlorlty scheme of the
!1' 3

local polltlcay'strUcture. -%p communlty after*communlty,

faced w1th budgetary constralnts and the need,to hoId down

/ . EN

‘ property tax 1ncreases, 11brar1es have been among the flrst 3:

.

candldates for retrenchment The 1n1t1al 1ncllnatlon of local

governlng bodies has been to avoid cuttlng back where the .

k
"

' 1mmed1ate 1mpact would be dramat*c - phllce and fire 'services,

/ W .
tr;zﬁjand garbage collectlon, soc1al serv1ces“and the like.: @ *
. _ v I 7;/~- R
AL - .
It is qulte apparent'/however

AT 2

fj%%t in some communities

. / o ; " - .
. cutbacks the pollthlanS perce" ed'poss1ble serlous repercuss1ons.
A ;- . ..

Supporters of publlc 11brary/éerv1ces 1nclude all ségments of
/.

fthe populatlon and they can be moblllzed to w1eld cons1derable -
. 7%
polltlcal clout Thus, in many communltles faced with 11brary
\ b
serv1ce cutbacks, ptessure was»exerted ‘on the dlspensers of

-

. ’
.shared revenue to offset’ the ampendlng w1thdraWal of property

.

~tax revenue. R T el .‘__.~ ) ‘ u“' S

N “"
. i - f
- : 4 . ¢ :

' The fact that revenue sharlng ass1stance ‘to 11brar1es has
‘ been spotty cannot be overlooked. " The reallty is that the
‘ great majorlty of local 11brar1es hade not part1c1pated in
v
the revenue sharing largesse, and the great majorlty of’

mun1c1pa11t1es and countles have not allobated a portion

‘of their shared revenue to 11brar1es.’ Espec1ally those local

. A ! S - -102-
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+ 'libraries that are-organized-indebendentlyjof generél local

governments, and are therefore not eligible direct recipients
 of ghared revenue (as in Indiana and Ohio), have received
) - . .

minimal amounts.

Revenue sharing is here to stay--at least throﬁgh‘
. . . ‘ »
L. September. 30, 1980. The program which was to have expired

on pecember‘3lst, 1976, has been renewed, efﬁéctive January

¢ \

l,.l§77. Even tﬁough'the priority categorieS'haVe been

®

.  é1iminated the present pattern of use may well continue,
5ut the hearing and budgetafy ﬁrocedures will be strengthened.
0 Thé'ligiar§‘fommunify musp come tg the reajization that,‘with
well organized‘efforﬁs it can obtain its share ‘of the pot -
even if. only as a{means‘pf'avoidiné service'cﬁtbac§é. The.

- library communify must also come to the realization thatﬁany

«

' continuation of LSCA must take account of the move toward'the
. : S « o

use of shared revenue and block grants as complementary parts
N , : : L

of a total'fedeial grantféystem. ) , \;;\;.

115 " :
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When this study wasfcodmissioned in.January 1976, there

pleted its work/on o/tllnlng a nqtlonal program, and a .

S Vi oL
statute (P.S. 93-56J) . ;
-on Libraries and
. :

. /o
the appropriatio : %f the riecessary funds.

4
The 'scene has changed markedly dur1ng the period of \\\\d

the study Egrly in October, 1976 LSCA was funded for FY1977
. h : . .

<3

at a level some 17 percentdabove FY1976, the General‘ReVenue
Sharing Program has been continued until: 1980, the NGLIS

ReportifFTouard_i'Netional Proéram for "Libraries and Information
Services%.has been wideiy distributed and discuséedﬁ:and there .
isdfirmnqommitmentnfer funding the-white House COhference and
te_provide assistancerfor preparatory conferences to be’held

in each state. | . | | ) p

For those with general or special interest in the public
. ' ' ‘ N

library,fieidh these events of the past year pay.YeVup;ifting .

7end hold promise of a bright future. .For those acquainted’
: . . 2 ] _
with the vagaries and hard facts of public library finance

issues, these recent events do.not provide basic solutions-'\

tolcontinuing fiscal support problemsu-Mbreover, a different,

'perhaps more rea11st1c, read1ng of. the events from the v1ewp01nt

]ﬂlﬁ / - ; -10#-,

.,
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of public library finance could be‘as'followsz (X) Lsca

funding was a little notﬂced piece of a massive Department

of Labor—Héw appropriations bill that was passed'in the waning

hours of. the 94th’ Congress over ‘a‘ Pres1dent1a1 veto, (2)
GRS renewal had long been pred1ctedsand as a matter of fact

- is an event more related to the upcoming Presidential election

»
than to pub11c 11brary f1scal support needs, (3) the NCLIS

report on the nat10na1 program is aptly . ent1t1ed "Toward a

o P -
‘- Natlonal Program:for L1brar1es and Information Serv1ces and
-
,conta1ns ‘a statement ‘that there 1s now no: such\hatlonal p;ol

¢ P s
gram, and (4) the Whlte House Conferende is as yet a future

opportun1ty for 11brary service improvement. -The event w1ll

Coa jrequlre skillful plann1ng ‘and preparatlon, as soon as funding

. . . E . . * (
. QSwmade avﬁrlable. 23 b .

®

~

: S~
o What should 'be recognlzed both by thoée buoyed by
opt1m1sm and those ‘who see only the unresolved problems of
2 'f“publlc llbrary:flnance is, that the time is propiticdus to’

' addfags these problems directiy and to seek consensus around
'definitive,;longérange solutions. . The required extenSion.of

LSCA by SepteMber 30,-1977, in its‘present or a revised form}v

can be a focal point for the planniqg.and definition.of long-

range goals. Y " e, - c

\

This study offers recommendations for changes designed to
\ : -

improve the effectiveness of the present Federal' fiscal support
system The'reeommendations are.not in legislative language,
but enactment of a strengthened system is the goal The/f{fst
‘step toward that, objective is a ‘review of‘studxﬁflnd§ggs by

not only NCLIS, but all organizations and members of the

library community, government officials and outside observers.

\)4 ‘ ' ’ . ) . - - : —10'5—
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- meet present and future Deeds. )

.\) ‘ o X

General Findings and Conclusion . ' \

o $. . ¥ .
The perspective and scope of this analysis of Federal

)

’ X P g ' .
funding of the public library include: » (1) the 20 year

hlstory of LSA- LSCA funding in terms of the stated purpose \

of those systems and .the impact they have had on state and local
I ,
funding activities; (2) the enactment and performance of generaf

. ~ ) . 1 . \ N
revenue sharing as a substitute for many categorical funding

_programs,fincluding LSCA; and (3). an attempted redefifiition

J .

of a Federal fund1ng role under an alternative fund1ng method,.
- A

proposed as the Federal Partnership Act. _ "

@ . . . q"...

The general conclus1on is that the Federal funding effort

' under LSCA and the general revenue sharlnggprogram has been

r

: only moderately effectlvgrln assur1ng the development of

publlc 11brary services throughout the natlon adequate to °

PN

o
ot
-

Much has been accompllshed under existing programs to

stlmulate and sustain the pub11c 11brary as a v1ta1 community-
]

based 1nformatlona1 and eflucational 1nst1tutlon. However,\

»
major gaps in services st111 exist - paxtlcularly in rural and

many urban commun1t1es. ‘The f1sca1iprob1ems of citiey, are

4

thwartlng needed development of pub11c 11brary serv1ces.

’
'
A

‘New techﬂologles are 1ncreas1ngly ava11ab1e to augment accessi-

\blilty and usé of 11brary resouro‘s and should be further utlllzed

-

‘*he present 1ntergovernmenta1 funding ofppubllc llbrarres is
gr sly out of balance, a d1sproport1qnate1y heavy support
‘burdén is carr1ed by local ?overnments. State funding needs (
to be- 1ncreased in many statesr -and state fund1ng ,systems need
to be improved. - | «’118', '
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On the positive side: - ,) -
- there are someg 9,000 to 10,000 public library units’pro—
] S

viding a wide range of library and information services-
. . B . . . . .

- total expenditures for public library services -
exceeded the $1 billion mark in 1975, reflecting almost

a 1/3 increase Qvef 1972 - a period that featured inﬁlation,

J

high costs,’ and increasing local fiscal.distress (Sée

- . * N -
1 o e

Table 4A)

T
»
.
" r

'"j-stateé have*accepted and moved to implement their re-
'sponsibilities for the comprehensive p{épning vital to

the'strategic dévelopment of public library services:

- e N
. - states have incfeased: mggestly at }east, their share .
T of local public library expehditu;es and have developed

a wide range of aid and:grant systenS'QDassist loeal SR

L

. : v &
. public’ library development., (See Table 5) '

LY

~

’ . . . : A o 2

- an increasing number.of 1library neﬁworkS'ana regioenal
—— .

library systems are emerging with technical services

v - ¢
designed to augment and supplement local library serwices

| (

local jurisdietions, the level hit hardest by recent

’

. i - . Y .
\\ governmental fiscal distress, have continued to allocate
fqnde'in amounts representing the major share of

public library costs (See Table 5)

definitive\natione& goals‘for the developmeht of

. .library and information services have been enunciated

by NCLIS.as a vital part of a national program; movement
. ~ .

. toward these goals has begun.
_ A .

119 - o7
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Other signs and portents,ceuldvbe listed to show the public A
.1ibrary as a l*Le institution changing to meet present day

3 .
demands, and demonstrating the ability to sustain the funding

commltment of governmental jurisdictions at state and local levels.

The negatiye findings of.the analysie, summarized below, tips
';thenscale'in that direction and support the descripti;e term "moderate;??
| ix" in thetoverall‘conclusion assessing the impact of L;CA and GRS.

(1) Using public iibrary per capita‘exnenditures as indiea-
tors, amalysis shows that there are grossédisparitiés
in 1ibrary‘seruice offerings at the local 1evg15

Per capita expenditures range from less than $1.00 to

ty

< over $15.00, agalnst a median of $3.28. This disparity is

'most marked as between the 139 million c1tizens liVing
inside SMSA's and the 64 millien living in more ruralA
areas. The average, per capita expenditures of SMSA
residents was $6.61 in 1974 compared to $3.01 in rural

‘.

areas. (See Tables 1 and 2) Available data do not permit

further breakdown of per capita expenditures within SMSA's,
’ .

but it is known generally that tax capacity to support
y- services 1s increasing innsuburban communitrES and decreaSing;
.in core c1ties, espec1ally large urban centers.. ButtreSSing
‘the .overall finding of library service disparities is the
. ,result)gE a recent national survey made by the.American

‘Librapny Association. According to survey.responses,

. | chief state library officers estimated there were in 1976
over 9 mii}ion (4$4 percent) people without any library
- service, 175 million (83.3 percentfwith inadequate service,
.and only'26dmillion (L2.3 percent) with adequate service,

~ v

- (2) While expenditures for public,libraries increased during
the period 1967-1974, the increase was far smaller than

T B . -108-
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increases, for other state and locally finanted services

(schobls, health, police and recreation) ~ The avetrage annUai‘

4 . -

. 4 rate of increase for libraries conared-unfayprably to -~

., Increases for the other services. Moreover,'publig.‘

‘11brar1es expendltures represented only a mlnlscule por-

4

‘tion .55 pefcent) of comblned expenditures for thlS
grigp of services 1n 1967 and this percentage was even

' lower (. 48 percent)lln 1974. (See Table 3). Thrs_flndlnég
. / ’ N
. - ind%pates “that publlc-llbrarles are not doing well in

. . . . .
- .. the increasing competition for the local and state tax.
. - , :

hdoilar, o o, : | T

(3) 1It is apparent that the bulk of the 1ncrease in publlc
'11brary expenditures fell on local government and sustalnei\
) its'disproportionately heavy share of public library costs.

- On a state- by-state basis, public library expendltures
{
1ncreased 1n almost a11 states between 1972 and 1975

Size of the increases ranged widely among states —_from 1

“3

to 50 percent in a varying pattern. About half the states
- repo ting indicated increases from 1?15 percent, and the
' other half reported increases between 16 and 50 percent.

The ana1y51s indicates a slowdown 1in expend1ture 1n-

{ . s

o~

creases between 1974 and 1975 ;(See Table 4)

]

(4) The percent distribution of pubiic library costs is thus

( - nowhere near a balanced intergovernmental funding system
. , - '
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'_Tdecreased in lO,between 1972- 1975 The F

(5)

L .
vFederal share dropped from. 5 8 percent to -5. 0 percént,

'avallable. In 24 ofzthese statesﬂthv Federal share was

- in gix of e1ght cohtlnental regions. Onl

a 7 ’ . . ’ J

/

3 ’ ‘ ' - : . ' \ -.
recommended in, earlier studies. The oyerwhelmlng

"porti n'df thchosts still falls on local government and® o Zﬂ_

any rellefﬂsfforded by the sllght incrkase in the state
share is almost 1mpercept1ble.' Natlonally, the -states’
/_ > :

,share of publlc library expendltures 1ncrgased slldxtly

from 10.8 percent 1n,19721to 12.9 percent in 1975. The

.and the local share moved only s11ghtly-from 83 4 to 82.1

percent dunlng the same perlod : In 1975, the local share

' of publlc 11brary costs was 70 percent or ‘more in. 29 states =

down 3 from 1972. The number of states report1ng a loca}
share«of 80 percent,or more was 18 in 1975 - down 5 from -
: ¢

1972 - In states for wh1ch data were available,. the state

share of these expendltures 1ncreased in 29 states and

eral share*

decreased in 28 of the 40 states for ich data were

states. On a reglonal bas1s the Federal ghare declined

Id

the Southeast

]

and Rocky Mountaln Reglons showed sllght 1ncreases

(See Tables 5 and SA) -

- >
[N

There is a wfge-disparity in level of service, as measured

by public library expenditure, among states and regions. = = #°
Per capita expenditures vary'greatly'and_so do expenditures

0
N
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related te income. Expengiturestrelated;to income )
‘ deelihed sighificantly bet&een 1972:and 1975. Per
~capita e*peditures'fer 1ibfar§“services increased on
,a national ba51s from §4. 3% in 19% to $5.83 in 1975"
This 51gn1f1cant increase- 1s‘contrasted with aodecllne
‘1n expenditures per $1, 000 of personal income from
-~ $1.05 in 1972 to $.97 ‘in 1975. .Among the states, ex-
penditures per capita in 1975'ran§ed'from $2.31 te
$9.73. Of 40 states reporting, four had per capita ex-
penditures between $2.00 and 52.99, 17 were between
$3.00 and $5.00 and 19 were between $5,06&ana $10.00.
o ff%is disparity in serViee~1eve1s ameng states was‘alsos
4 reflected regionally in 1975. . Per capita expendltures

,ranged from $3. 01 in the Southeast Region (12" states)

. to $7.58 in the New England Region (6 states).

Service disparities, interms of effort related

to overall fiscal capacity, alscyexist ameng'states and

_regions.' Expendltures per $1, 000 of . personal income '

among states in 1975 ranged from $ 51 to. $1 47, a difference
- of almost 200 percent. 1In 26 of 40 states, expendi tures

related to income ranged petWeen $.51 and $.98. The figure

was above this level, but below $1.47, in the remaiﬁiﬁg 14 '~
states. Between 1972 and 1975, 24 of 40 states had a
decrease in public library exﬁenéitures per'$1,000 personal
-income. ' Regional expenditures felatea to iﬁeome in 1975

ranged from $.57 in the-Southwest_Region (4 states) to

1$1.27 in the New England-Region.(6vstates). Expenditures
» : « ’ '
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related to income decreased in all regioné except one

" (Southeast) between 1972 and 1975, (See Tables 6 and 6A)

[y

(6) . State-aid payments'for_pubbic library services gré'not-

. keepingﬁpa@e with the total of statefpayments to ITcal_
governmgnt{énd the gap is widening. Inil?G?,lstate aid
to public libraries was .33 pergent ‘of all state aid.
This figufe déqlihed to .22 percént in 19}4. ‘The average
annual increase in étate payments to libraries between
1967-1972 was 7.8 percent compéréd to 14.1 percent for .
.ali state paymentsQ From 1972;?4, the library figure had

» .
slowed to 4.7.percent, compared to 11.8 percent for all

~

state payments. ' (See Table 7)

() It is clear that LSCA has 5een-an ihportant stimalus
of library service development in states and localities
over the past two decades. It is équally‘clear‘fhat,

. in its present form, it is a deficient mechaniSh for
the.distribution'of Federa1 funds and a weak ihsﬁrumenﬁ
bf Federél}policy with respect to library services
development. Major deficiencies.of the LSCA prograﬁ~
include the following;.

- the lével of funding has s.e.ldom been in accord

with stated goals and objectives;

- it 'is an unstable source of funding in that - —
amounts for distribution have.varied widely
over the years, it lack5“ény provision for

. forwérd'funding, and, with the advent of GRS,
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efforts have been made to eliminate LSCA oo |

as a categorical funding prbgram;

®

= it is a loosely organizea funding program con-.
sisting of four éitles,~two pf which (Construction
and Older Readérs Sér&ices) havé not been funded
" since 1973, providing'géneral operatiohal and

maintenance funds! as'well és_fundgifor épecific

targets; | |
A~ - it is é funding progréﬁ lacking an adequate

administrative structure.and the essential Federal

guideliﬁes, technical assistance and monitoring

to assist states in making-effective uée ofvaVailablé

’ Federal funds;

-‘thé state plan device, required under LSCA, has
not been»uéed effectively as a basisvfor channeling
Fedefal and state funds to achieve national ‘ ’\\g;
gqalé;_there is t§o little effective review,and_._
-mopitoring of Federal fphq.ufilization in conjuné-
tion witﬁ stéée compfeheﬁsive plans for library.

service development, and

- because of\thé low funding levels and therfragmen-
g;tion of funding under various titles, amounts
distributed to sgates are so small as to breciude
effective use fpr thevstrategic development of

state-wide services.

S - 125
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Y

Under the stimulus of LSCA and state interest in public

_1ibrary development, a whéie variety of state public

library aid_probrams have been eSteblished} There are,-

nonetheless, some states which have no fiscal assistance.

programs for public library service development. In

many other\statee, the aid program is'not_based on

S statutes.but is implemented through administrative regula-

(9)

tion and discretionary grénts. .By and large, the over-

_whelming proportion of Federal and state funds distributed

through state-eid programs do not reflect adequately
differential need for public library services, or

differential capacity to support such services.

‘

The_general revenue sharing preéram has pr?yen to be an
effecfive device for the fe-distributien_of Federal tax
revenues, but it is not an effective substitute for a
program of-fiscal'aid to assiet the progressive develep-
ment of pﬁblic libfary services fer all citizens. .Of

the_total‘GRS”paymenté‘to'local'governmentéwiﬁ 1973-74,

. only 1.8 percent ($76 million). was allocated for public

library capital and operating expenses. Ihe-analysis;

-

indicates that no more than 1/3 to 1/2 of this $76 million

resulted in increesed‘expenditures for public>library
services. The.remainihg 1/2 fp 2/3 of these funds was
used to repiace local tax dellars previouslyééeed for

this purpose. 1In view of the disproper£ionate shage of

public library costs borne by local governments; the

126 - -
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fsubstitutional effect may be desirable, but GRS funds

have not provided sufficient additional funds for the pro-
gress1ve development of public library serVices in
[accordance Wlth a national plan. The recent_reenactment
’of GRS contains no identification of priority uses, and

thereforelibraries w111 lose a previously held advantage.

“

-Design for an Improved Federal Funding System for Public
- Libraries .

The basic recommendation of this report is that‘the
fLibrary Serv1ces and Construction Act be rev1sed and strengthened
i‘_ . to be'a more effective instrumentvof a Federal policy designed
to assist.states and localities in the development and equitablef__
_distribution of public library and information serv1ces as part
of a national plan. This conception is based on a redefinition -

' of Federal policy for public libraries targeted spec1fically on
//the prioritized expanSion of library serv1ces in areas that are
unserved or_grossly underserved. A second related target for
these funds is to expand Furthe; the development of operating
linkagesland networks to augment and supplement‘the services

of existing libraries and library systemsa
The name of_the proposed new act might be oalled the Library
and Information Services Development.Aet and it should implement
‘a sharply'focussed Federal policv with the objeotive of creating
a balanced intergovernmental funding system for the develop-b |
ment of adequate public - library and information serv1ces thrOugh-
out the nation. ‘The proposed act should call for an elevated 1eve1
of Federalf%unding required to achieve spec1fi:/pevelopmental
127 |
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%;gqals.ﬁ'Estimation of total“‘evelopment*costs and the. yearly

panded services..

Eederal share in the funding of such costs should be derived
from the national inventory of kibrary needs now being completed
by NCLIS. The program enViSionedﬁis one in which Federal state

and local,governments ]Oln in the. support of a common effort“ -

focussed on development objectives defined in accordance with

C

a national plan and specifically targeted state- plans. The
i

,program should include speCific provisions to insure Federal.

_ , . _ .
monitoring of the utilization of Federal funds, and to provide.

guidelines and assistance for states in developing and implementing T

state plans for which Federal funds are used, as well as to

stimulate higher levels ‘of state funding for existing and ex-

The proposed act should prov1de for distribution 7 ’
of Federal funds to achieVe two baSic sub-objectiVes. (1) .the
extension and up-grading of public library services in accordance
~~ with defined criteria of relative need for serVices and relatiVe
fiscal ability to support such serVices among states and among

.

areas within states; and (2) the. development and/or expansion

~

' of cooperative systems and network linkages not only among

.public libraries, but- also between. public libraries and all other
' '

types of libraries and information serVices. EmphaSis in the use
of Federal funds under the new act should be assigned to the first
oé‘the sub objectives c1ted above. State matching, under varying_
rates, should be required under both funding components The

dct should prov1de for advance funding of programs and prOJects

in accordance With approved state plans.
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‘State matchingrequirementsshould specify the use of’state
' revenue,Sources and exclude the use of local funds-forbthiSf

purpose. The amount of Federal funds which could be used for
. 'state admlnlstratlon purpose should be llmlted The ratio of
Federal to state dollars should be hlgher under the f1rst of the

’

two components in order to reflect a hlgher prlorltyron the

-

- extension and up-grad1ng of essential library services. nghest
prlorlty should be assigned the extension and up- grad1ng of
'serv1ces.1n rural and urban areas.

Y

' All states shouidzbe'ellgible for funds under the act andzh
the allocations should be determined'for each~state in .
accordance ‘with uniformly applled factors reflect1ng relat1ve‘need
forextens1on and development of llbrary services, and f1scalp_
'capac1ty to support such serv1ces(l)- Payments:to'states
should be based on specific state- authorlzed plans for the
d1str1butlon and utlllzatlon of these funds in accordance with
. Federal guldellnes. Transferablllty of state allocations between
_the two .program comp0nents should be controlled on the bas1s,-
:of def1ned\cr1ter1a. Unused allocatlons made avgllable for any -
state should revert to the national fund for d1str1bution to
L other states in‘accordance-with established criteria of need and

fiscal ability.

e plan requirement cited above in connection with state"
: e11 1b111ty should be based on state comprehens1ve plans, but
it should also spec1f1cally descr1be the ways 1n wh1ch Federal

4

' funds w1ll be utlllzed._ Authorlzatlon of,state plans by the E

(1) For a new 1ndex to ass1st in determ1n1ng state fiscal :
capacity, see Appendlx. , o
o - -117-
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responsible'§tdte officer should rébresént a cdmmxpﬁentuto use /

. state funds in. plan implementation. Actual use reports should,

be required:for mohitoring pufposes. Gu¥delines under which-

“‘state plans are prepared should specify, for each prufect, a-
’ . 3 . _ S NG
declining level ovaederal,support over a specified time period.

~ Guidelines should also specify and require an adequate and dond

. e

-

‘tinuing basis of state-local fiscal support for the expanded

services.
‘ ~ [y * . ’ . )
The act shoyld include a strong and definitive section

' addressed to pfdviding‘adequdte administration and monitoring

~

; of,FederAl fﬁnd utilization in accordance with a national. plan.
In this'cbﬂneétioﬁ, a strehgéhened'and pefhéps elevated locus
of'authority for_fgﬁeral fund Admini tration aﬁd bvergighﬁ )
will be réquired; 'Th? unit should be ﬁdequ@tely staffed tb
providé 1imi;eé high level;teChnic aésistance_to states in

' : .

planning and-implémenting the expansion and develbpmentfof 1i+

~ brary services and the utilization of Federal funds. '

L. T »
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' . Appendix .
State Index of Fiscal Capacity* - .' !
- A new measure of state-local fiscal stress has recently -

been'dQVelopéq b¥ staff meﬁberé of the Advisory Cammission
on IntefgoVernmental Relétions (ACIR)} which makes it
possible’ to rank the stéteéraccdrding-to their ffiséal blbéd
”préssdre." }his measuré takes intdiéccouﬁ; nbﬁ oniy a~st§te's
| ép:(ent'fiécal (tax) effort but alffp the tfend_of its fiscal
© (tax) efférﬂt%er time.l , | | ‘
- The simplest and most~t§adily,avgiiable;ﬁeaSure of Eax
effort is the ratio betweén_a étaté'é and its local gpvernmenté'
1~tax épllection; and the‘%ggrega;e{income 6f its resident55
'Resideét incéme is used'as'a measure of tax capacity (the
tax-basef.- Because taxes ére'not levied entifely on income,
-hoerér, this measure preSenﬁs some problems.  For example,
it understateérthe taxabte base of mineral-rich stétés and
'of:toﬁkiSm,states, as well as'propérty-rich farm stafes.
. ¢ B -
It ovenétates the base of thé states with obsolescent in-

dustr&al‘plants—-mostly in the Northeast and Midwest.

-

To overcome these shortcomings, the ACIR staff has

/

adjusted personal income data to take account of fiscal
B . v - .o

 capacity estimates based on thé'yield of a state's tax'system ‘

*Material forAthis Appendix was taken from a soon to be ?ublishea

- report: -Legal, Functional, and Fiscal Support Relationshi
Between Public Libraries and .Public E ucation, prepared for the .

Urban Libraries Council by Government Studies & Systems.
. . N
1Jo n Ross and John Shannon, Measuring the Fiscal "Blood Pressure"
of” the States: Some Warning Signs for our Federal System and
Alternative Prescriptions. (Paper- presented at the Conference
on State and Local Finance, the University of Oklahoma,
Norman, Oklahoma, October 15, 1976.
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TABLE 1 o : '
. A TWO DIMENSIONAL FISCAL PRESSURE INDEX USING ADJUSTED RESIDENT psnsonnLl/
_ , INCOME TO ESTIMATE FISCAL CAPACITY
- ' _  (INDEXED ON MEDIAN) -
T .. 1964-1974 - -
.. . yi . * ' . *
o Higﬁ and Falling High and Risging
: . _ <
" Wisconsin /. 132%/B7*%* (64,6) New, York 169/477 (48.1)
. Hawaii - » 125/62 (78.0) Massachusetts 145/34§ (46.8)
-  Vermont ~  122/55 (56.8) .  Rhode Island 126/281 (58.5)
) Y -; Washington 109/98 (64.93 S Maine 126/260 (61.0)°
,v} _ ‘Utah 104/86 (65.4) California '126/232 (52.0)
* Afizona 101/21 . (64.1) Minnesota ;. 1257142 (68.3)
' colorado 101/-13 (54.2) _Michigan 1237278 (55.8).
Iowa 100/3 (58.0) Maryland 122/329 (58.0)
- . _ .  Pennsylvania 1187292 - (62.9)
Illinois 114/374 (54.2)
- ‘ New Jersey 1147316 (39.6)
. Connecticut - 1137224 (49.1)
R "Mississippi 107/175 (76.2)
District of :
. : ‘Columbia - 105/4;5’ A
41— " South Carollna 102/195 176.2),
e Indiana . : 102/115 (60.2) .
. Delaware 101/338 (79.9)_ .
. ) , -
) Low and Fallxng . _ lLow and Rising .
Kansas 99/31 - (56.7) * virginia. ¥90/346 ’ 59.5)
, New Mexico 98/93 (82.7) - ‘West Virginia  100/116 "N77.3)
Oregon 98/55 = (54.6) | . Missouri © . 96/213 (47.9)° s
North Carolina 96499 '(66.5) ~ Ohio " 94/168 (49.2) _ ’
Louisiana . 9634 L2y Kentucky 94/171 - (76.0)
- Méntana . 95/43 (50.8) Nebraska 907211 (47.%)
" Naaho "94/20 (68.8) Nevada . 90/149 "(58.75)
South Dakota 94/-117 (46.1) Arkansas . ., ° 82/120 (76.1)
Georgia 93/100 (61.9) ©T _
Ajabama 90/84 (74.1) g . i SR 5
Tennessee: 80/35 (53.8) i T . .
North Dakota  86/-190 (67.7) oo ’
Texas 85/64 (57.7)~ < . L f
Florida 84/90 (6471) . 3
Wyoming 82/70 (54.7) e
Oklahoma '80/15 “(67.6) P ° LT . :
Alaska 81/-172 (68,4) ) - .
New Hampshire  78/-30 (40.1)° '(_i ’ ’

- Source: .See Footnote pvA~l. Parenthetic numLers added (data from Bureau of the
. Census, Governmental Finances in 1974-75\. . v

-

* pigcal pressure for 1974. s - : v .
**The change is from 1964-74. Source: ACIR staff.estxmates based oh‘p S. Department of
Commerce, Office of Business Economics, Survey of Cur:ent Business, .various, years,
and U.S. Bureau of the Census, Governmental Fxnances. various years.-: :
1/. Adjusted resident personal income is explained 'in ‘App. B of the Ross/Shannon paper

s Numbers in parentheses represent the state percentage sharé of state-local tax collection
in 1974-75. U.S. average = 56.7%.

o S _ . 2 . ! o _A-2v
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- that makes average use of all its taxable resources. Table
fibreSents.the.results of this set_of estimates by dividing
A.the states”into four grouns based on their "fiscal blood" |
pressure."_ The 17 states in the upper r1ght hand quadrant
(those w1th both a high current fiscal effort and a rlslng |
fiscal effort relative to nat10na1 averages) are under the
greatest- f1sca1.stress. The 18 states in the lower left -hand
'quadrant ("low and fa111ng").are in relatlvely goqd fiscal

' condltlon. Thus New York, with a fiscal "bload pressure" of
‘169/477-is in dire fiscal'straits--a gact that hasfbeen highly
' puhliEized.in recent months. New Hampshire,4which'has‘made

a- fetish dfﬁkeeping taXes (and gdbernment_services) low, has
a.1ow't15ca17"blood~pressure"‘of 7é/-30 - that is, its current

fiscal effort 1s 78% of the nat10na1 average ‘and its f1sca1

feffort actually has been falllng relative to the nat10na1 trend.
. N

5.ATTo prévide some netibn as_toithe locus of the fdscal
pressures or iack;of them - state Vs. local - added in
parentheses is each state's percentage of state-local tax col-
1ections. Bylthis measure, two-thirds of the states in the
"1ow and falklng" group raise an above~average pqrtron.of
stateelocal taxes at the state level. Manyfof.them are
‘_"sunbelt" states, which are ga1n1ng population and drawing
mindustry at'the expense of the Northeastern and Midwestern
Mstates, many of which are in the "h1gh "and r1s1ng" quadrant.

A number of the states in the "low and fa111ng" quadrant,

where~the'state government tax share is high, are also among
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’)}hOSe-that already finance an above-average proportion
“of both school and library costs (e.g., N.M.,‘NLC:, Ga. and,

— ~

Ala.). Such states could presumably afford to raisé their
séhoql and library expenditures at either tbé,state:or ghé'
local éoyérnment levels, Those states in.tﬁe-“lqw éﬁafégllingﬁ
qugdrént with.averaqg or below-average‘%tate shares -could
reédily increasé state-level éaxes to bolster state'sdpport

for sqhools and libraries (e.g.,‘Kan.; Ore.,aMonE., s.D.,

add N.H.). 4_ \ ‘ | . N - : K

‘Seven 6f'the416 states. in the "high and risihg*’g;adrant
. Kave below-average state-level taxes (N.Y., Mass., Cal., |
Mich., Ill., N.q*,—and Conn.). Some df theée.states:‘like
New York,lﬁ&chigan and iilinois already share at close-to,
or better~-than avérage rates iﬁ bothﬂlibrary and sCﬁool support.
O?hers, like Massachusetts, California, New Jersey and Connecti-
cut, p;OQide belowravéragé support for  schools and libraries.
New-Jersey,'which recently enacted a state per50n§1 income

tax will probably be able to build up its school and library

Support. Conrecticut could do the same if the state were
. ) »

alsi/td enact a broad-based income tax.
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